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Abstract
Knowles, Claire Louisa. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. May, 2016. Investigating
Instructor Perceptions of Online Machine Translation and Second Language Acquisition Within
Most Commonly Taught Language Courses. Major Professor: Deborah Lowther, PhD.
As the cost of mobile devices and computers has decreased and access to the Internet has
increased, student access to online machine translators, such as Google Translate, has also
increased. Many institutions of higher education have reacted to the increasing prevalence of
online machine translators by creating prohibitive policies that ban student use of these tools.
Consequently, many second language (L2) instructors are uncertain about how to treat student
use of online machine translation (OMT). The previous literature regarding OMT use in the L2
classroom is limited to the examination of instructor and student perceptions and attitudes, the
comparison of L2 writing with and without the aid of OMT, and instruction for detecting and
preventing student use of OMT.
The purpose of the current research was to investigate whether attending an intervention
changed participants’ perceptions, attitudes, confidence, and inclination to integrate OMT. An
intervention was developed as part of an instructional design project to teach instructors about
Google Translate and to offer resources to effectively integrate this tool. This mixed-methods
study examined quantitative data collected through pre- and post-survey instruments and
qualitative data through a semi-structured interview protocol. Paired sample t-tests results
showed significant positive change in perceptions and understanding regarding how OMT works,
confidence explaining and integrating OMT, and inclination to integrate and assess student use
of OMT. Interviews with participants also revealed divergent perceptions of the limitations and
benefits of OMT, as well as differing opinions on how to treat and integrate this tool. The
findings of this study support literature on the need for language programs to rethink students’
v

use of OMT, allow language instructors to make their own choices in regards to OMT
integration, and to provide language instructors access to OMT training to enable them to move
from a prevent-and-detect approach to an integrate-and-instruct approach to OMT use in the L2
classroom. The implications of this research are important to L2 department administrators,
supervisors, instructors, and students as well as instructional designers.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Google Translate, the translation app of choice for many second language (L2) students
(Clifford, Merschel, & Munné, 2013), is capable of translating 103 different languages by using
a database of millions of human-translated documents, e-books, websites, a statistically-based
machine translation engine, and engaging a community of users who contribute to the correction
of its translations (Google Translate Community, 2016).
The first public demonstration of machine translation took place on January 8, 1954, in
New York, a collaborative effort between Georgetown University and IBM (Hutchins, 2004a).
Since then, there have been many, albeit sometimes faltering, strides made towards improving
this technology. In 2012, Google announced over 200,000,000 monthly users of its online
machine translation (OMT) software, Google Translate (Kelly, 2012). On January 22, 2012, the
New York Times published a piece by the former president of Harvard University, Lawrence
Summers, on the state of American higher education in which he questioned whether investing in
a foreign language was even worthwhile with the advances made in machine translation. In the
fall 2013 Modern Language Association (MLA) survey, a drop in enrollment in postsecondary
foreign language courses of 6.7% was reported, the first major drop since the survey’s inception
in 1980 (Goldberg, Looney, & Lusin, 2015). In July 2015’s Tech Insider, a headline declared,
“It's astonishing to see Google's app translating words in real-time” (Smith, 2015). Yet
institutions of higher education still include a foreign language requirement as part of a liberal
arts degree, and despite a drop in enrollment since the previous MLA 2009 survey, 1,562,197
college students enrolled in a foreign language course in the fall of 2013 (Goldberg et al., 2015).
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In addition, while the technology is continually improving, Google Translate is not able to boast
100% accuracy rates in any language.
Many institutions and language departments currently prohibit the use of online machine
translators by L2 students. Second language instructors, concerned about the effect online
machine translators have on their students’ learning process, as well as its implications for
academic honesty, have also rejected their use in the L2 classroom. Some have compared these
reactions to the ways in which teachers also raised objections to the use of calculators (Clifford
et al., 2013) and spell-checkers and word processors (Correa, 2014; Garrett, 1991) when these
tools were introduced into classrooms, also believing their use interfered in the learning process.
Statement of the Problem
As the cost of mobile devices, tablets, and computers has decreased and access to the
Internet has increased, student access to online machine translators, such as Google Translate,
has also increased. This access has created uncertainty among L2 instructors about how to treat
this tool, raising the following questions:
•! How do students use online machine translators? (How much? How often? Towards
what end?)
•! How do current policies affect L2 students? (Why do students persist in using OMT?
How do policies affect students’ use of OMT? How do policies affect student
learning?)
•!

How should students use online machine translators? (What are the benefits and
limitations of OMT?)

•! How should instructors treat online machine translators? (Should instructors prohibit
or integrate this technology?)
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•! How can online machine translator use align with technology integration guidelines?
(How do we encourage 21st century learners? How do we engage technology in the
L2 classroom?)
It is clear L2 instructors feel OMT use is problematic and are frustrated by persistent and often
ineffectual use of online machine translation by their students (Jolley & Maimone, 2015).
Without accurate knowledge about this tool or about how to integrate it well, prevention has
become the common approach of L2 instructors. However, this prevent-and-detect approach to
OMT use (Steding, 2009), fails to deter students from using OMT in their L2 assignments
(Clifford et al., 2013).
In contrast, although a debate continues about the context in which calculators should be
used, they are regarded as important tools within classrooms from elementary to higher
education (Howe, Scheaffer, & Lindquist, 2015; Robelen, 2013). The same is true of word
processing programs; once distrusted, schools and institutions across the U.S. now make them
readily available to students via computers and laptops (Snyder & Dillow, 2013). Can online
machine translators also find their place in the L2 classroom?
Research Purpose
The initial purpose of the research was three-fold: first, to investigate whether
perceptions of OMT changed as a result of completing an instructional intervention; second, to
investigate whether attitudes towards OMT also changed as a result of completing an
intervention; and third, to investigate if instructors were more confident and thus more likely to
integrate this tool into their L2 classrooms as a result of completing an intervention. The initial
format of the instructional intervention was presented as an online learning unit. However, the
format was changed to a face-to-face lecture after a 3% response rate to the online intervention.
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The goals and content of the lecture intervention remained consistent with the online intervention
and were developed from the online intervention content.
The online instructional intervention was created as part of an instructional design project
developed to teach L2 instructors about OMT, specifically Google Translate. The goal was to
help change L2 instructors’ perceptions of OMT through instruction and to enable them to move
from a detect-and-prevent approach to a support-and-integrate approach. The instructional
intervention was developed using the MRKK model (Morrison, Ross, Kalman, & Kemp, 2013).
Within the field of instructional design (ID), the MRKK model is a well-known iterative model
for designing instruction. The model is grounded in the framework of most ID models, which
uses the ADDIE process: assess, design, develop, implement, and evaluate to design instructional
content.
Before the intervention, the researcher administered a needs assessment survey to
graduate assistants (GAs), instructors, and faculty teaching a foreign language (Knowles, 2015).
These participants included instructors of French, Spanish, Portuguese, and German within a
variety of institutions of higher education and high schools. The needs assessment survey was
given to determine whether there was a need for the instructional intervention. The following
conclusion was made at the end of the needs assessment:
Participants held very negative views of the usefulness and accuracy of OMT. Most
participants prevented their students using OMT and were prompted to remind students
not to use it when they saw bad translations. However, participants expressed openness
to learning how to integrate OMT and appeared receptive to the intervention. (Knowles,
2015)
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Due to the strong beliefs held by the respondents, the intervention was developed not only to
inform, but also to persuade users of the value of OMT.
The first purpose of this research was to examine L2 instructor perceptions and to
identify if there were any changes in instructor perceptions about OMT. The often clunky and
inaccurate early versions of online machine translators may have negatively influenced
perceptions of OMT, and these perceptions were perhaps reinforced by seeing the results of poor
student use of OMT, which instructors may have assumed were caused primarily by the
translation system and not the user. The online intervention and the subsequent lecture
intervention were developed to challenge perceptions and change what instructors believed and
understood Google Translate’s capabilities and limitations to be. While Google Translate is not
a perfect translation tool, it has continually made improvements to its software since it first
launched, and it isn’t as bad as some instructors perceive it to be. The researcher anticipated this
new information might help change participants’ perceptions and this study investigated whether
any changes in perceptions occurred.
The second purpose of the research was to identify changes in attitudes. As a result of
negative perceptions of OMT, L2 instructors were thought to hold negative attitudes, or feelings,
towards OMT. It was believed if L2 instructors were to have a more positive attitude toward
OMT, they might be more likely to engage with the tool and use the tool in a way that fits their
teaching objectives and their students’ learning needs. The information presented in the online
and lecture interventions was designed to help participants develop a more positive attitude
towards OMT. The research examined any changes in attitude.
The third purpose of the research was to identify changes in L2 instructors’ confidence
and inclination to use OMT. It was anticipated many L2 instructors might not know how this
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tool works. As L2 instructors are predominately native or near native level speakers, it was
believed they would be less likely to use this tool. This belief is supported by the literature
(Clifford et al., 2013; Jolley & Maimone, 2015). In 1997, Babel Fish, developed by SYSTRAN
and hosted by AltaVista, launched the first online machine translation system. Babel Fish was,
for a short time, the most commonly used machine translation tool (Somers, 2007; Yates, 2006).
SYSTRAN stated they were aware foreign language students were using their service and at the
same time argued it “was never meant to teach a language” (Yang & Lange, 1998, p. 282). As
one of the first online translation systems it had many shortcomings (Kit & Wong, 2008; Somers,
2007; Yang & Lange, 1998; Yates, 2006). For some instructors, their negative perceptions about
OMT may be due in part to previous interactions with early OMT systems, such as Babel Fish.
For others, they may have never or rarely used any OMT tool previously and do not know how it
works. This unfamiliarity with OMT may have made L2 instructors more likely to dissuade
students from using it, preferring students use tools with which they were more familiar, such as
foreign language dictionaries (Knowles, 2015). The online and lecture interventions provide L2
instructors with information how to access Google Translate and how to interact with the
interface, and examined the capabilities and limitations of the tool. The online intervention held
a repository of resources instructors could use to create syllabus policies, assignment rubrics, and
assignment examples. There were also quizzes and video tutorials for instructors to share with
students. These freely available resources could make instructors more inclined to use OMT in
their classroom. Although the lecture-based intervention did not give immediate access to these
resources, participants were made aware of their availability through a link to the online
intervention at the end of the lecture intervention. The research ultimately measured whether
there were changes to L2 instructors’ inclination and confidence to use OMT.

6

The overall purpose of the online instructional intervention was to inform, support, and
provide resources to L2 instructors so they felt confident and more inclined to integrate OMT in
a way they felt aligned with their teaching philosophy. The lecture intervention was designed
and presented with the same overall purpose. Without a positive attitude, or at the least a
tolerant attitude, instructors likely would continue to follow the detect-and-prevent approach.
Moreover, just like the calculators and word-processors currently used by math and English
teachers, L2 instructors could also choose how, where, and when their students used online
machine translators, such as Google Translate, in the classroom and inform students about best
practices for OMT use for outside of the classroom. The research examined whether L2
instructors believed they could transition from a prevent-and-detect approach to OMT to, what
this researcher has termed, an integrate-and-instruct approach to OMT.
Research Questions
These research questions guided this study:
(1)!In what ways, if any, do participants’ perceptions towards student use of OMT
change after completing the intervention?
(2)!In what ways, if any, do participants’ attitudes towards OMT change with regard
to confidence to use and inclination to integrate OMT into the L2 classroom after
completing the intervention?
(3)!In what ways, if any, do participants’ perceptions of benefits and barriers of using
OMT for L2 acquisition change after completing the intervention?
Significance
Currently, L2 instructors hold a mostly negative perception of OMT. This negative view
has resulted in what can be referred to as a detect-and-prevent approach to OMT (Steding, 2009;
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White & Heidrich, 2013). Although many instructors explicitly prohibit and penalize the use of
OMT by their students, there are no accurate means to identify its use, such as TurnItIn for
plagiarism. In fact, according to O’Neill’s study (2013), teachers were only able to correctly
identify OMT use 70.7% of the time (so nearly 30% of the time, they got it wrong).
In addition, as already mentioned, students persist in using OMT. The research suggests
the majority of language students have used OMT at some point in their L2 classes despite the
majority of language instructors prohibiting its use (Clifford et al., 2013; Jolley & Maimone,
2015). In Clifford et al. (2013), 2011 survey of 365 Spanish students, 76% said they had used
OMT at some point and in their later 2012 survey of 905 Romance language students, 88%
admitted to using OMT at some point, all despite Duke University’s explicit policy that
prohibited the use of OMT.
Much of the previous research has focused on L2 students’ and instructors’ perceptions
of OMT and comparing students’ L2 writing with and without this tool (Conroy, 2010; Jolley &
Maimone, 2015; Larson-Guenette, 2013; O'Neill, 2012; White & Heidrich, 2013). Even though
researchers who have examined perceptions have proposed integration of OMT into the L2
classroom (Clifford et al., 2013; Jolley & Maimone, 2015; White & Heidrich, 2013; Williams,
2006), minimal research has looked at practical ways to integrate this tool into the L2 classroom.
The research suggests the problem of students’ inept use of OMT as well as instructors’ lack of
knowledge about OMT might be addressed through educating instructors and enabling a shift in
perceptions, much in the same way perceptions towards calculators and word processors have
shifted. The goal of the instructional intervention was to integrate all these aims to enable
instructors to view OMT as a useful language acquisition tool and to incorporate it effectively in
the L2 classroom in a way that supports academic integrity.
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Assumptions
The main assumption was integration of OMT enhances learning, supports language
acquisition, and supports engagement in the target language. This assumption drew on
comparisons to previous perceptions of calculators and word-processing programs to current
perceptions and treatment by math and English instructors, respectively. There was a lack of
literature surrounding integration of OMT to determine if this was, in fact, the case. At best, the
literature examined L2 writing with OMT as an aid, which some studies showed to increase the
quality and quantity of L2 writing (O'Neill, 2012; White & Heidrich, 2013). Other literature
examined student and instructor perceptions of OMT in the L2 classroom, suggesting an
openness to learn how to use the tool (Clifford et al., 2013; Jolley & Maimone, 2015) and
recommending future research to enable better integration of OMT in the L2 classroom.
Definition of Terms
Instructor attitudes. Attitudes refer to how participants feel toward something, in this
study how participants feel about OMT. These attitudes are assumed to be positive, negative or
neutral. In their book, The Psychology of Attitudes, Eagly and Chaiken (1993) define attitude as
“a psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of
favor or disfavor” (p. 1). In this research attitudes are informed by perceptions of OMT, and
particularly student use of OMT. They also contribute toward participants’ confidence and
inclination to use OMT.
Instructor knowledge. Participant knowledge is limited to what L2 instructors know
and understand about OMT. In order to determine whether the instructional intervention
achieved its purpose to teach L2 instructors to integrate OMT into their L2 classrooms, the
online instructional intervention first underwent three iterations of formative evaluation using the
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MRKK model of instructional design. According to Morrison et al. (2013), “evaluation is used
for the purposes of making judgments about the worth or success of people or things (e.g.,
lessons, programs, projects)” (p. 252). Feedback was sought about the content, navigability,
design, objectives, and attitudes towards the instructional intervention, and appropriate changes
were made to improve the quality of the instruction. After all the iterations were complete, it
was determined a further iteration was needed to make improvements to the knowledge pre- and
post-tests. Once these improvements to the content were completed, the instructional
intervention was considered fit for purpose. Consequently, the lecture intervention was designed
including the same information, research data, and instructional design principals.
Instructor perceptions. For this study, perceptions referred to what participants thought
about OMT as distinguished from how they felt. It is understood perceptions are informed by
knowledge, or the lack thereof.
Machine Translation (MT). Machine translation refers to any automated software for
translating human languages.
Online Machine Translation (OMT). Online machine translation specifically refers to
any software program accessible online, such as Google Translate, that translates any pair of
human languages. Other terms used to refer to OMT include free online machine translation
(FOMT) and web-based machine translation (WBMT). For this study, online machine
translation does not refer to other software such as Linguee, SpanishDict, or online dictionaries.
Statistical Machine Translation. Statistical machine translation is a computer program
by which one language is translated into another language through the examination of large
amounts of parallel text documents. In order for the process to occur the computer must know
the paired languages, including synonyms for words and phrases, grammars of the two
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languages, and semantic or world knowledge (Resnik, 1999). Statistical Machine Translation is
a translation methodology used by Google Translate; it differs from other methods of translation,
such as word-for-word (also known as literal translation), rule-based translation, and other
translation approaches.
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Chapter 2
Review of Literature
This research examines the many factors that influence instructor perceptions and
attitudes towards online machine translation. The history and development of online machine
translation (OMT) plays an important role in shaping perceptions, pedagogies that guide
language instruction, and policies and practices that govern L2 classes in higher education. In
this chapter, relevant literature regarding OMT, L2 education, and technology is examined.
Second Language Learning
For as long as people have existed, different cultures have sought to communicate with
each other, whether for trade, commerce, culture, technology or lifestyle appropriation
(Schumann, 2013). While children seem capable of learning one or more languages with ease,
most adults do not possess this same facility. There are many hypotheses as to why language
acquisition is more difficult for adults than children. Schumann (2013) posited this difficulty
may be an evolutionary feature. Imperfect speech might have indicated an outsider who could be
a threat to a group or conversely an outsider who might have enough “genetic distance” (p. 206)
to be deemed a suitable mate. Another reason language acquisition is more difficult for adults
than children could simply be language-learning anxiety (Horwitz, 2010). Even so, whether due
to travel, family blending, employment, or as part of a liberal arts degree, in the U.S. around
8.1% of students at institutions of higher education take at least one foreign language course.
Perhaps even more significantly, only around one out of every five students studied a second
language beyond the first two years (Goldberg et al., 2015).
The American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Language (ACTFL) proficiency
guidelines offer descriptions of proficiency of individuals, ranging from novice to expert
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(Swender, Conrad, & Vicars, 2012). These guidelines offer descriptions at the ten levels of
proficiency in speaking, writing, listening, and reading in the target language. They also
emphasize spontaneous authentic situations in which the target language is used. These ACTFL
proficiency guidelines (2012) also state this:
The guidelines are not based on any particular theory, pedagogical method, or
educational curriculum. They neither describe how an individual learns a language nor
prescribe how an individual should learn a language, and they should not be used for such
purposes. They are an instrument for the evaluation of functional language ability. (p. 3)
Looking specifically at assessing L2 written proficiency, what then do we understand about L2
writing and its role in language acquisition?
Second Language Writing
Good writing pedagogy recognizes the different ways young writers might integrate
planning and translation (Jones, 2014). It is understood L2 learners use the same strategies in
both first language (L1) and L2 writing. Looking at writing in English, cognitive models of the
writing process make a distinction between the functions of planning and translation: the first is
to generate ideas, and second is to represent these ideas in written linguistic conventions. Many
writers’ ideas do not always appear to precede the act of writing; instead, they appear to be
discovered through it. Young writers differ in their understanding of their own composing
styles, and some struggle with the classroom imposition of pre- and post-composing strategies
requiring they plan and revise. These writers prefer to talk through their ideas instead of
planning and revising as they translate. In a study of young English writers, mental planning was
deemed an important part of the writing process for both high and lower achieving students.
Jones (2014), expanding on the earlier work of Galbraith (1999, 2009), argued different writers
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integrate the dual processes of writing, namely rhetorical planning and dispositional text
production, differently and thus assume different writing styles. Jones (2014) concluded the
following in her article:
Creating reflective opportunities in writing classrooms for young writers to explore and
rationalize their own behavior might enable them to make strategic choices about their
own writing that allows them to maximize the opportunity to both generate ideas and to
shape them into written texts. (p. 66)
Research suggested although the proficiency of the learner’s first language doesn’t alter
the planning process in her second language, it might constrain the quantity but not the quality of
the planning in L2 writing (Jones & Tetroe, 1987; Raimes, 1987). Planning in L2 requires more
mental capacity than L1, which results in less quantity in writing (Cohen & Brooks-Carson,
2001; Tetroe, 1984). The study by Garcia and Pena (2011) supported the view that writing
directly into L2 requires more effort and more engagement with the task. Therefore, it can be
surmised many students plan in their first language as it is easier and it takes less time. It can
also be argued L1 writing involves dual processes, where each learner assumes a different
writing style based on her learning style, in which both pre-planning and more spontaneous
refinement of writing occur. Even so, there is the idea translation in L2 writing is a hindrance
rather than a benefit in the L2 learning process (Bagheri & Fazel, 2011). Kern (1994) described
the general view held by both instructors and learners of translation as an “undesirable crutch”
(p. 441). To understand these perceptions, one has to look at the history and current state of
translation as a tool in L2 acquisition.
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Translation
In the 18th century, the Grammar Translation Method was introduced in Prussia to teach
modern languages. Translation was highly thought of and was the accepted means of learning a
language throughout Europe and the United States as late as the twentieth century (Zimmerman,
1997). However, since the emergence of other methods, such as the Direct Method, AudioLingual Method, and the Communicative Language Teaching Method, translation fell out of
favor and was thought of by teachers as a hindrance to language learning (Fountain & Fountain,
2009).
More recently, the pendulum seems to have swung back somewhat in favor of including
translation as teachers look to understand how L2 students learn (Bagheri & Fazel, 2011; Cohen
& Brooks-Carson, 2001; Jones & Tetroe, 1987; Raimes, 1987). These researchers have looked
particularly at the L2 writing process. The shift toward including translation as part of the
writing process is part of an increasing awareness that different strategies contribute to language
learning (Bagheri & Fazel, 2011; Horwitz, 1987). Horwitz (1988) argued preconceived beliefs
about language learning could restrict the learner’s range of strategy use. Her pioneering
research into foreign language students’ beliefs about foreign language learning has paved the
way for many similar studies that support this position (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010; Nikitina &
Furuoka, 2006; Winke, 2007). Horwitz (1988) concluded learners’ beliefs about language
learning are based on limited knowledge and experience. Furthermore, these beliefs are most
likely to constrain students’ learning. Horwitz also stated students held conflicting beliefs about
translation as a strategy, and these beliefs affected the translation strategies they used, a view
supported by White and Heidrich (2013). Although translation as a strategy is now more
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accepted, has the emergence of online machine translators affected L2 acquisition and L2
classroom practices?
Machine Translation
The first ideas about machine translation can be dated back to the 17th century among
thinkers such as John Wilkins, René Descartes, and Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz. In the 18th and
19th centuries work continued on creating automatic translations between languages, with
Couturat and Leau, Schleyer, and Becher. The first patents, for what would be considered the
first ever machine translators, were applied for in 1933 by two different men: in Russia by Petr
Trojanski and in France by Georges B. Artsrouni (Hutchins, 2004b). However, it was not until
1954 in New York that the first public display of a machine translator took place. This first type
of machine translator used a rudimentary word-for-word translation system, also referred to as
rule- and role-based machine translation (Minichino & Berson, 2012). In the 1960s, a new
system called SYSTRAN emerged from Paris, but due to repeated setbacks that stalled
improvements, funding to research also stalled (Stix, 2006). In the early 1990s, interest in
machine translation was re-kindled as the Internet emerged. Statistical-based machine
translation (SBMT) replaced the old rule- and role-based systems. SYSTRAN continued to be a
major player in the machine translation field up until the late 1990s.
In 1994, the first conference of the Association for Machine Translation in the Americans
(AMTA) took place. AMTA combines the research and experiences of human translators as
well as current users of machine translation (MT). In their publication of the 2004 conference
proceedings, the conference chair, Laurie Gerber noted, “the scale of commercial use of MT has
never approached the estimates of the latent demand. In light of this, we reversed the question
from AMTA 2002, to look at the next step in the path to commercial success for MT” (as cited in
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Frederking & Taylor, 2004, p. v). The applications for MT and OMT in commercial settings
continue to grow and evolve as demands for this tool emerge. Google Translate has managed to
evolve and meet the needs of its users, resulting in its emergence as a global leader in online
machine translation. In 2012, Google boasted that on any given day it translates enough text to
fill one million books (Google, 2012).
Google Translate, which initially used the Systran Software Inc. platform, launched its
own statistical based system of machine translation in 2007 (Barnhart, 2012; Madnani, 2010).
Google continues to make advancements in its translation accuracy (Abu-Al-Sha & AbuSeileek,
2013; Barnhart, 2012). Google Translate often uses English as the intermediary language;
languages are translated through English to L2, and vice-versa. For example, if German is
translated to Spanish, German is first translated into English and then into Spanish, which may
result in less accuracy. For less widely spoken languages (e.g., Catalan and Urdu), L1 is first
translated into the closest more widely spoken language, then to English, and then L2 (e.g.,
Catalan to Spanish to English to L2 and Urdu to Hindi to English to L2). While some language
pairs report high accuracy, for example between Spanish and English, others report low
accuracy, such as English to Basque, possibly due to the use of intermediate languages reducing
the accuracy rate (Groves & Mundt, 2015).
According to the Ethnologue: Languages of the World (2009) there are 7,413 known
languages. Of these languages, 6,909 are considered living languages, of which 48% are spoken
by more than 10,000 people (Lewis, 2009). Despite Google Translate’s domination of the
market, it only supports 103 of these 3,316 spoken languages. However, machine translation
systems for less widely spoken languages, such as non-indigenous minority languages (NIML),
continue to be researched and developed (Probst, Levin, Peterson, Lavie, & Carbonell, 2002;
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Somers, 1997), albeit at a less rigorous pace than the “superleague” (Somers, 1997) languages
(e.g., French, German, Spanish, Italian, Russian, Japanese, Mandarin Chinese, and Arabic).
Google Translate: Current trends and issues. Not all languages are translated equally
(Tufts Evidence-based Practice Center, 2013). One system developed to assess the accuracy of
machine translation (MT) is called the Bilingual Evaluation Understudy (BLEU). BLEU is an
algorithm designed to evaluate the quality of the corpus level text that has been machine
translated from one language to another (Papineni, Roukos, Ward, & Zhu, 2002). BLEU is used
by the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) to assess machine translation
during its annual NIST Open Machine Translation (OpenMT) Evaluation series. The series was
established to “support research in, and help advance the state of the art of machine translation
(MT) technologies” (NIST OpenMT Evaluation, 2009, n.p.). Google scored highest in all
categories in 2005 and 2006, and all but one in 2008. Google did not enter in 2009 or 2012, and
Raytheon BBN Technologies appeared to be one of the strongest competitors, winning in all its
categories (NIST, 2005, 2006, 2008, 2009, 2012). However, there was debate that BLEU as a
system was flawed when judging machine translation accuracy and was not deemed to be as
accurate as human translation (Callison-Burch, Osborne, & Koehn, 2006).
Nevertheless, Google Translate has emerged as a leader in the field of translation with
over 200,000,000 monthly users (Kelly, 2012). It continues to add languages to its database.
Scots-Gaelic and Hawaiian are two of nine languages most recently added (Google Translate,
2016). Google Translate also engages with its users by encouraging the improvement of
incorrect translations and collaboration in adding to its databases of less commonly spoken
languages (Google Translate, 2015). Google Translate is available as an app or as an
Application-programming interface (API). Google Translate’s app is free to users, either on the
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web or via the mobile app. On May 26, 2011, Google Translate API v1, then a free service, was
officially deprecated. On December 1, 2011, Google Translate API v1 was replaced with the v2
version, which was fee-based. There was substantial negative response from users when Google
announced the change from a free to a fee-based API (Irani, 2011). Google Translate justified
this change, stating it was made “due to the substantial economic burden caused by extensive
abuse” (Translate API FAQ., n.d.). Google Translate continues to strive towards greater
integration of its system, developing a larger database and a more accurate system.
Will OMT replace L2 courses? Improvements in Google Translate and MT in general
have influenced public perceptions. As mentioned, Lawrence Summers (2012), the former
president of Harvard University, went so far as to question whether taking a foreign language
course was even worthwhile now due to these advances in machine translation technology. In a
study by Schairer (1996), native and near-native Spanish speakers found the computer
translations unacceptable in terms of comprehension and accuracy; post-editing of machine
translations by a human translator was not as efficient as translation from the original by the
human translator. The study demonstrated the complexity of the problems facing machine
translation, as illustrated by the three commercial translation programs. The authors concluded
machine translators could not yet replace effective human translators. However, this study was
limited to three very early models of MT. Even Google Translate, which has been consistently
viewed as a leader in translation when compared to other systems, such as the now defunct Babel
Fish and PROMT, cannot achieve 100% accuracy. Researchers studied a collection of 299
topics (varying from one to three paragraphs in length) taken from news sources to determine the
level of accuracy of Google Translate when translating from French to English. Google
Translate had an effective retrieval rate of 80.6% (Savoy & Dolamic, 2009). Even though some
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industries feel that OMT does not have to be perfect, just “good enough” (Anthes, 2007, p. 34),
the lack of accuracy suggests OMT will unlikely replace language classroom instruction. These
limitations coupled with the many false proclamations OMT will “revolutionize the languagelearning market” (Clifford at al., 2013, p. 109) have negatively affected the way in which L2
instructors perceive OMT.
Instructor perceptions and attitudes towards OMT. As technology has changed, the
way in which students learn has also changed. The introduction of word-processors changed
how students received and produced work, no longer relying on paper and pencil. However,
with these changes there have also been questions around the value of these tools and how they
enhance or detract from learning. In the case of word processors, some teachers raised
objections to the use of spell-checkers, believing its use interfered in the learning process
(Correa, 2011; Garrett, 1991). Despite these initial objections, today the use of word processors
is widely accepted as a viable writing tool.
Machine translators appear to suffer from the same negative perceptions once held of
word processors. Many instructors hold a negative view of OMT for a variety of reasons. First,
as a pedagogical issue in second language writing, they believe student use means less
engagement with the target language and a diminished chance to learn in the target language
(Harris, 2010). Musk (2014) described this as “avoidance strategy” (p. 111). Second, there is
the issue of quality. As stated earlier, the prevailing sentiment is OMT technology is flawed
(Barhart, 2012; Groves & Mundt, 2015; Harris, 2010; Luton, 2003; Somers, Gaspari, & Niño,
2006; White & Heidrich, 2013). Harris (2010) claimed although OMT can be valuable for
business, government, and personal purposes, due to its imperfections L2 writing teachers should
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discourage student use of this technology. Third, teachers have a negative view of OMT because
they are concerned students do not understand how to use it (Williams, 2006).
There is a discrepancy between students and instructor perceptions regarding the
usefulness of OMT (Clifford et al., 2013; Jolley & Maimone, 2015). While educators are aware
some students utilize OMT for foreign language assignments, most do not condone it. Students
do recognize OMT is a tool with limitations, but they are also unsure how to use it properly
(Steding, 2009; White & Heidrich, 2013). Even so, learners continue to use OMT as a strategy
for language learning (Bagheri & Fazel, 2011). Some researchers argued using OMT might be a
problem, especially for weaker students (Somers et al., 2006). Although there were some
negative views, the use of OMT in L2 learning was not perceived by all as a hindrance, as some
viewed it as part of an innovative and positive learning experience (Niño, 2009). It is worth
noting that an innovative and positive learning experience is not the same as an effective and
positive learning experience.
Not only do instructors’ perceptions of OMT affect their students’ use of it in the
classrooms, but for many instructors the use of online machine translators by L2 students
conflicts with their institution’s honor code (Clifford et al., 2013; Correa, 2011; Steding, 2009).
Academic dishonesty in the L2 classroom is not very different from academic dishonesty in other
disciplines, with the exception of the use of OMT in the creation and editing of assignments. As
such, there remains a conflict surrounding whether to prohibit or take advantage of this
pedagogical tool in the L2 classroom.
Oftentimes, instructors find themselves “playing forensic linguist” (Correa, 2014, p. 1) in
order to gather evidence of cheating. Conroy (2010) looked at English as an Additional
Language (EAL) learners in his assessment of Google Assisted Language Learning (GALL). He
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found Australian universities slow to integrate tools like GALL into English language support
operations. Furthermore, Conroy argued Australian universities undervalued Internet-based
corpus tools and techniques. He argued these tools and techniques could be promoted and used
to support EAL university student writers. Adams (2008) posited this reluctance to incorporate
new technology may be generational.
ACTFL (2011) recommended teachers help students become 21st Century skilled
learners, able to use “appropriate technologies when interpreting messages, interacting with
others, and producing written, oral, and visual messages" (p. 14). Others pointed out teachers are
not just teaching language anymore, but are also teaching students “how to use emerging
technologies that will help them become autonomous language learners beyond the classroom”
(Larson-Guenette 2013, p. 37).
Current student perceptions and attitudes to OMT. Students hold a range of beliefs
about the usefulness of OMT for writing assignments (Jolley & Maimone, 2015; White &
Heidrich, 2013) as well as the advantages and disadvantages of using online resources (LarsonGuenette, 2013). While most students felt OMT couldn’t help improve their writing skills nor
help them express their own voice in the target language, learners consistently used online
resources, which included online dictionaries, translation tools, and other websites. The main
reasons students cited for accessing OMT were time, efficiency, vocabulary needs, checking or
comparing their work, and as a general reference (White & Heidrich, 2013). Although some
researchers argued students used machine translators without checking their accuracy (Niño,
2009), other researchers insisted students were fully aware of the limitations of online machine
translators (Clifford et al., 2013; Jolley & Maimone, 2015).
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OMT alignment with 21st century teaching. Teachers need to keep abreast of the
continually evolving types of technology, given that students are already accessing the Internet to
gain more information. Keeping up to date of these technologies enables teachers to integrate
them into their classrooms (Garrett, 1991; Icard, 2014; Peters, Weinberg, Sarma, & Frankoff,
2011). Although very few studies surveyed have examined students’ progress and the learning
outcomes associated with these tools, the most frequently reported benefit associated with Web
2.0 technologies is the favorable language learning environments they help to foster. Web 2.0 is
characterized by “participatory,” “collaborative,” and “distributed” practices within online
spaces (Lankshear & Knobel, 2006, p. 38). Web 2.0 has developed from the mostly “read and
write” (McManus, 2005, para. 1) mode of the early days of the Internet, termed Web 1.0. White
and Heidrich (2013) claimed engaging with OMT might be a way to help students become “21st
century learners” (p. 3). And as mentioned previously, ACTFL also endorsed the integration of
digital learning in its guidelines (2011).
Prensky (2001) is attributed as having coined the term “digital native” (p. 1), meaning a
person born after 1980 who grew up surrounded and engrossed by technologies (Internet, mobile
phone, tablets, social media, etc.) in ways that older generations were not. Furthermore, he
argued technology is, to these digital natives, not only a part of their everyday lives, but essential
to their existence. Most traditional students matriculating through higher education fit this
description of digital native. It has now been 15 years since Prensky first ascribed digital native
to this group of people. As such, this term may no longer be the preserve of traditional
students. In fact, the idea of a technical divide between digital natives and digital immigrants
(those born before the 1980s) may not even exist. Selwyn (2009) dismissed the idea of digital
natives. After reviewing the most current literature, he asserted, “young people’s engagements
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with digital technologies are varied and often unspectacular—in stark contrast to popular
portrayals of the digital native” (p. 364). Barr (2013) agreed, saying, “whereas students may be
increasingly computer literate and use a range of digital technologies on a daily basis, they do
not necessarily use technology instinctively in the process of learning a language” (p.
297). According to Barr (2013), some of the reasons students engaged with technology included
training, comfort, practicality of fit, pragmatic use, and course fit. On the other hand, Conroy
(2010) found students to be enthusiastic and reasonably competent users of Internet-based tools
and techniques for independent language learning. Some digital immigrants feel as comfortable
and confident in the online environment as digital natives, and someone comfortable in the
digital environment may not be able to use it effectively as part of the language learning
process.
In the age of Web 2.0 and social media, the Internet encourages people to collaborate
(e.g., Wikipedia), and engaging with these freely available online tools is in line with the
collaborative view of accessing resources (Adams, 2008; Wang & Vásquez, 2012). However,
much research on Web 2.0 technology and language learning is not grounded in theory. Wang
and Vásquez (2012) argued a number of studies suffer from a set of common methodological
limitations, such as a reliance on convenience sampling, a reliance on qualitative data, and
failures to control extraneous variables.
According to Geluso (2013), L2 learners, who do not benefit from a lifetime of exposure
to the language in which “acquisition happens by inductive means” (p. 147), lack the input and
fine tuning from which native speakers benefit. The author argued corpus or data-driven
learning (DDL) could offer useful insights into frequent patterns of naturally occurring language
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to second/foreign language learners. However, he advocated the use of the web in combination
with the Google search engine, and not the use of Google Translate specifically.
The necessary skills for 21st century learning require students be Information,
Communications and Technology (ICT) literate (Greenhill & Petroff, 2010). The assumption the
use of technology is somehow intuitively learned is somewhat misguided. Technology literacy is
a skill; one that must be taught.
Benefits and barriers to OMT use in L2 classrooms. Technology may be a benefit
within the L2 classroom as a means of student motivation (Barr, 2013; Hosseini & Hosseini,
2014; Kassim, Hashim, & Radzuan, 2005; Wang & Vásquez, 2012). However, advocating the
integration of technology into language classes, as a means for student motivation, may not
provide continued benefits. It might be difficult, for example, to use technology as Kassim et al.
(2005) suggested, creating tasks that are of an “optimal novelty” (p. 6) on a continual basis.
Once students are familiar with the technology, the novelty may wear off, reducing the incentive
to use it unless there are other benefits.
With this problem in mind, understanding the motivations behind why students use
technology, and in particular OMT, can be beneficial. Larson-Guenette (2013) looks at students’
primary motivations for using OMT. Students in this study cited "speed" and "efficiency" (para.
16) as reasons for using online OMT. McCarthy (2004) insisted these reasons may constitute
barriers, rather than benefits, when they motivate students to use OMT due to a “lack of time,
lack of energy, or lack of imagination, coupled with a lack of scruples or a lack of linguistic
insight” (para. 23). Translation may also hinder L2 writing fluency and delay the development
of audience awareness (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1994). More recent studies (Clifford et al., 2013;
Jolley & Maimone, 2015; White & Heidrich, 2013) may provide a more current and accurate
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analysis of the varied and complex ways in which students use OMT in their L2 classes.
According to Clifford et al., (2013) L2 students used OMT to check vocabulary and grammar,
for writing, for pre-writing, for reading a text, to understand instructions, and to double-check
what they wrote. Jolley and Maimone (2015) found students used OMT to help with vocabulary
or terminology, to translate individual words, and to verify hunches. However, even these
studies may still not provide a completely accurate picture. These surveys were administered to
L2 students at institutions where OMT use was banned and, as such, students may not have been
completely honest about their use of OMT, which therefore may imply even more widespread
use.
Students think in their first language. As noted earlier, because many students
automatically plan in their first language, and beginning learners often do so more than advanced
learners, students are already engaged in translation. Cohen and Brooks-Carson (2001)
supported the idea that learners, whether they write directly into the L2 or translate from their L1
to the L2, tend to think in their L1. The authors argued this process may “enhance cohesion . . .
syntactic complexity . . . [and] breadth of expression . . .” (p. 173). In their study with French
students, they found two-thirds of the students did better on the direct writing task across all
rating scales; one-third did better on the translated task. This shows different students approach
L2 writing in different ways, and with different degrees of success. In addition, there were no
significant differences in the grammatical scales across the two types of writing, although
differences did emerge in the scales for expression, transitions, and clauses. Students indicated
they were often thinking through English when writing in French. O’Neill’s (2012) study
reflected similar findings. He found no statistically significant differences between L2 writing
output when comparing writing with and without an online machine translator. On the second
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task, participants who used OMT after prior training in its use actually significantly
outperformed the control group who did not use OMT, while no significant difference was found
between the control group and those who used OMT without such training. Significant
differences were on found for one or both tasks of four of the six different measures examined:
grammar, spelling, comprehensibility, and content. He concluded, “the results of this study do
not support the assumption that online translation use leads to poorly-written compositions” (p.
215).
When looking at teaching vocabulary, there was scarce research on vocabulary
acquisition (Augustyn, 2013). For teaching high-frequency vocabulary, which is often abstract
and non-referential, validating the pedagogical use of the learners' first language may be a
strategy. Integrating translation and extensive reading have been promoted as key strategies for
developing vocabulary in language classrooms.
OMT teaches translation. The importance of translation from L1 to L2 for language
learning varied, with some educators deeming this useful only in the first stages of language
learning while others believed leaners should draw upon their own language as a way to
understand the complexities of another (Bagheri & Fazel, 2011). Byrd (2013) suggested editing
can be a valid way to improve L1 writing skills, and Niño (2008) reported using OMT can help
students with editing skills. Computer-aided error analysis (CEA) can be used to extract patterns
of error found in translation and OMT post-editing into the foreign language. As errors made by
OMT were not dissimilar to mistakes made translating to target language, the practice of postediting could be used as a tool that “triggers error awareness” (Niño, 2008, p. 44). Fountain and
Fountain (2009) argued teachers have much to gain by supporting translation and interpretation
as professional options for advanced language learners. They argue, “as the demand for
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translation grows it is not without problems, particularly the use of machine translation and the
requirement untrained individuals or volunteers produce translations as part of their job or
volunteer work (p. 12).
Larochelle (2011) used multiple text translations to engage students in discussions of
connotation, diction, syntax, and other important features of literary language. The author
argued this helped prepare students for the rigorous tasks of the unseen written commentary and
the oral commentary on an extract from a studied text. Larochelle also explored new ways of
engaging students in examining to the subtleties of language. Although this translation activity
was limited to native speakers of English, which requires a high level of ability to study the
subtleties of connotation, diction, and syntax, the act of engaging in translation may benefit
intermediate and advanced L2 learners (Larochelle, 2011).
Process vs. product. There has been a move away from focusing on the product to
focusing more on the process of writing (Musk, 2014; Stapleton & Radia, 2010). However, little
research has been done in relation to advances in technology and L2 writing (Stapleton & Radia,
2010). Use of computer-assisted methods may improve students' awareness of target-language
grammaticality (Richmond, 1994). Garrett (1988) argued, “the primary skill that underlies all
[language skills], [is] the ability to use the language's underlying principles of grammaticality”
(p. 8). Grammaticality is the manner in which meaning is expressed using grammar structures
appropriate to the language being used. Grammar is not the same as grammaticality, as both the
grammar and meaning the speaker wishes to convey must be correct. A sentence may be
grammatically correct, but not have the intended meaning, and vice versa (Garrett, 1988).
Richmond (1994) advocated reverse translation, a simple method in which students took a given
text and used OMT to translate each sentence. Although he used this in his class, there were no
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data to support this method. Instead, the author based his method of reverse translation on
anecdotal evidence.
According to the British Council’s (2006) website on Teaching English, “A concordancer
is a piece of software, either installed on a computer or accessed through a website, which can be
used to search, access and analyse language from a corpus. They can be particularly useful in
exploring the relationships between words and can give us very accurate information about the
way language is authentically used.” Conroy’s (2010) research into English as an Additional
Language (EAL) students found EAL students’ use of concordancers and Google search
increased from 4% to 28% after they received training. He concluded these tools offer students
the opportunity “to independently enhance their academic literacy and English language
proficiency” (p. 880). Although this research did not look specifically at Google Translate, it did
demonstrate, with training, students could use technology aids to promote process-focused
language learning.
OMT increases quantity and quality of L2 writing. Different studies have found OMT
can increase the quality and quantity of students’ work if students are competent in using the
tools and techniques to correct errors in their writing. Garcia and Pena (2011) found OMT can
help students at the beginning of early-intermediate level communicate more, particularly when
they had less mastery of the language. The authors argued these beginning students were able to
write more and with less effort than students who did not use machine translation as an aid.
Garcia and Pena (2011) also suggested MT helped students to communicate better and produce
higher quality work, albeit marginally, than those students without the MT aid. O'Neill’s (2012)
study supported the idea that OMT can be an effective tool, after examining the quality and
quantity of L2 writing with OMT as an aid.
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OMT as a beginning student tool. Garcia and Pena (2011) looked specifically at OMT
as a beginner learner tool. Their research found it enabled students to communicate more and to
write in a more relevant way. They also found OMT assisted novice learners to write better,
albeit marginally. In their conclusion, Garcia and Pena (2011) stated, “MT can be a motivating
tool around which to design communicative activities, but it cannot be taken uncritically” (p.
485). Although Fountain and Fountain’s (2009) research investigated the use of OMT for
intermediate and advanced learners, they also suggested using carefully selected examples of the
limitations of OMT as a means of discussing language and grammar.
OMT as an advanced student tool. Bagheri and Fazel (2011) found more proficient
students tended to view OMT more negatively than less proficient students did. In direct
contrast, Larson-Guenette (2013) reported that more advanced students used the tool more than
beginning students. Niño (2009) found post-editing OMT to be beneficial to advanced speakers
of Spanish. Fountain and Fountain (2009) also supported the use of OMT for advanced speakers
to help introduce students to key concepts of translation.
Engaging with imperfect translation. As noted earlier, researchers have found OMT to
be an imperfect tool. However, students can use the errors OMT produces as a way to examine
the language. Niño (2009) identified four ways in which instructors could use OMT in
education:
(1) as a bad model or source of language errors to be corrected,
(2) as a good model or the use of translation memories in combination with other
language resources such as written texts,
(3) for vocational use, i.e. translation quality assessment, pre-editing and postediting, to boost employment opportunities of language-skilled professionals in the
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translation industry, and
(4) as a Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL) tool to test the students’
knowledge of the target language while expanding their translation skills.
Technology challenges. Rather than detection and prevention of OMT, integration and
instruction may be more beneficial to both students and instructors. Some students may have
difficulty with the software, which may require time from the instructor to help these students
(Richmond, 1994). A pedagogical plan for teachers to present the OMT tool to students is
important so students can make full and correct use of them (Stapleton & Radia, 2010; Williams,
2006). Barr (2013) argued students must feel familiar with the technology, a view echoed in
O’Neill’s (2012) study, which suggested familiarity with the tool enables more effective use and
better writing.
Teaching challenges. A cross-generational gap may exist when looking at perceptions
of successful technology best practices in teaching and learning as seen by baby boomer
teachers, Gen-Xer teachers, and N-Gen students (Adams, 2008; Prensky, 2001). Some teachers
find a technology-enhanced teaching environment challenging. However, others teachers have
excelled in implementing current educational technology, and creating learning experiences to a
maximal high (Icard, 2014), an idea supported by Selwyn (2009) and Barr (2013).
Academic honesty challenges. School policies may not be keeping pace with changes in
technology and students’ use of OMT as a tool to complete academic assignments. Educational
institutions might need to re-think their academic honesty policies in relation to OMT (White &
Heidrich, 2013). Current views of academic dishonesty often include the translation of an L1
assignment to L2 with help from an online translator and help from native speakers when writing
a L2 assignment. One difficulty lies in how to categorize cheating in general; a lot of what may
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constitute cheating falls into what they described as a grey area, somewhere in between improper
citation and “outright theft” (Braumoeller & Gaines, 2001, p. 838).
An honor code that fosters a culture of academic integrity is vital. If instructors do not
enforce honor codes, and students observe peers who are not punished for cheating, then it may
be more likely they will cheat. A consistent message to students that academic integrity is
expected from all students and all instances of academic dishonesty will be sanctioned is
important (McCabe, Trevino, Klebe, & Butterfield, 2001). As McCabe et al. (2001) noted,
honor codes must be more than “window dressing” (p. 224). Developing and implementing clear
acknowledged policies, and setting forth unambiguous penalties and enforcing them consistently,
are also important (Correa, 2011; Taylor, 2003). However, Taylor (2003) also advocated at the
same time giving students a “reasonable benefit of the doubt” (p. 77). Some instructors may
deem the use of OMT as a student trying to gain an unfair advantage, which may also be a
violation of the honor code (Steding, 2009). It is evident that without clear guidelines for OMT,
either within school policies or classroom policies, students and instructors are playing a game of
cat and mouse.
Conclusions of Previous Research
Due to the emergent nature of online machine translation, previous research into it and its
relation to second language acquisition spans only a few decades. Due to the rapidity in which
OMT has developed within the past decade, some research may now be considered outdated
(Barhart, 2012; García, 2010; Harris, 2010; Nagata & Swisher, 1995). Macarthy’s (2004)
research is also based on outdated technology; he did recognize OMT, while still an emergent
technology in its infancy, was not going anywhere. Research that investigates OMT and second
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language acquisition can be grouped into a few categories, a few of which overlap in their
research goals and focuses.
Perceptions. A few studies looked at instructor and student perceptions (Baker, 2013;
Clifford et al., 2013; Jolley & Maimone, 2015). Other studies focused only on student
perceptions as they related to the benefits and limitations of OMT (Larson-Guenette, 2013; Niño,
2009). There does not appear to be any current research in which changes in attitudes and
perceptions to OMT are examined.
Comparison. Many studies have compared language production with and without
translation aids like Google Translate (Garcia & Pena, 2011; Groves & Mundt, 2015; O'Neill,
2012; van Rensburg, Snyman, & Lotz, 2012; White & Heidrich, 2013). White and Heidrich
(2013) felt little research has been done to determine how and why students use OMT or what
the implications are for language learning and teaching.
Prevention and detection. Some research encouraged prevention and outlined ways in
which L2 instructors can detect OMT use so it may be discouraged and penalized (Somers et al.,
2006; Steding, 2009). While other research found instructors were not always able to accurately
detect online machine translator use (O’Neill, 2013).
Integration. Some later studies did propose ways in which OMT might be used in the
L2 classroom (Correa, 2014; Jolley & Maimone, 2015; White & Heidrich, 2013). However, the
focus was on perceptions of L2 students and instructors and only suggested that future research
focus on integration. Furthermore, experts insisted successful utilization of OMT could not
happen without training (Conroy, 2010; Jolley & Maimone, 2015). Training may enable
students to use the tool better and thus improve their writing (Conroy, 2010; O'Neill, 2012).
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Implications of Previous Research
Looking at the body of research, there appears to be disagreement as to how to approach
OMT in the L2 classroom. Conflicting feelings exist among L2 instructors regarding whether
online machine translators are a help or a hindrance to L2 learners. Although some evidence
supports its use in L2 writing, there is no research examining the integration of OMT in a L2
classroom. Questions also remain surrounding honor codes and plagiarism.
This research study originated from questions raised from the review of literature
concerning whether L2 instructors would be more likely to use OMT if they were able to access
comprehensive instructions into the benefits and limitations of OMT; whether L2 instructors
would be more likely to use OMT if given resources to enable integration of OMT, whether they
would be more likely to use OMT if they understood how an online machine translator, such as
Google Translate, worked; whether L2 instructors’ perceptions and attitudes towards OMT could
be changed; and, if so, whether L2 instructors might be more confident and hence more inclined
to integrate OMT into the L2 classroom.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The purpose of this study was to examine L2 instructors’ perceptions and attitudes
toward OMT, as well as instructors’ inclination and confidence to use this tool as an aid within
the L2 classroom. First, the researcher created an online instructional intervention to explain the
capabilities and limitations of OMT, to discover how students currently use OMT within the L2
classroom, to demonstrate how it could be integrated into the L2 classroom, and to provide
resources to those completing the intervention. Second, instructors were invited to take the
intervention, and their perceptions and inclinations to use this tool were examined. Due to the
3% response rate to the online intervention, a lecture intervention was developed and presented
at two of the research sites.
This chapter presents the research questions and design, and a brief description of the
research intervention, research site, and participants. The procedures used for collecting and
analyzing the data are also presented, as well as the changes made to the study design and the
limitations of the research.
Research Questions
To investigate the extent to which participants’ perceptions and attitudes of online
machine translation changed as a result of participating in a lecture intervention, the researcher
examined the following research questions:
(1)!In what ways, if any, do participants’ perceptions towards student use of OMT change
after completing the intervention?
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(2)!In what ways, if any, do participants’ attitudes towards OMT change with regard to
confidence to use and inclination to integrate OMT into the L2 classroom after
completing the intervention?
(3)!In what ways, if any, do participants’ perceptions of benefits and barriers of using OMT
for L2 acquisition change after completing the intervention?
Research Design
This research investigated participant attitudes, perceptions, confidence, and inclinations
to use OMT before and after the lecture intervention. The research used a mixed-methods
approach. According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2007):
As a method, [the mixed-methods approach] focuses on collecting, analyzing, and mixing
both quantitative and qualitative data in a single study or series of studies. Its central
premise is that the use of quantitative and qualitative approaches in combination provides
a better understanding of research problems than either approach alone. (p. 18)
Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) described quantitative data as consisting of “closedended information such as that found on attitude, behavior, or performance instruments” (p. 6).
The researcher analyzed the data from the Pre-Instructional Intervention Instrument (Pre-I3) and
Post-Instructional Intervention Instrument (Post-I3) to see if any statistically significant changes
occurred in attitudes, perceptions, confidence, and inclination to use OMT.
Creswell (2012) stated that qualitative research “is an inquiry process of understanding
based on a distinct methodological approach to inquiry that explores a social or human problem”
(p. 300). Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) also described qualitative data as consisting “of openended information that the researcher gathers through interviews with participants” (p. 6). Semi-
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structured interviews captured the attitudes, perceptions, confidence, and inclinations of
participants to use OMT.
The participants and the research site were purposely selected for this study. Creswell
(2003) asserted purposeful selection allows the researcher to investigate a specialized population
“that will best help the researcher to understand the problem and the research question” (p. 185).
The only demographic information collected was concerned with whether instructors were native
speakers of the language they taught. It was predicted experience with language (native versus
fluent speakers) might affect perceptions and attitudes towards OMT.
Initially only participants teaching beginner through intermediate Romance language
courses within higher education were contacted for the research. This population was chosen
because this is the level at which most students take a foreign language course; only one in five
study beyond the first four semesters (Goldberg et al., 2015). However, the participant pool was
widened to include the most commonly taught languages, including German and others, which
were taught at the two institutions in which the lecture intervention took place. Although
participation was initially limited to those in full-time positions, as they were thought to have
more control over course content and instructional practices than graduate assistants (GAs) or
teaching assistants (TAs) and part time or adjunct faculty, the participant pool was widened to
include these groups, due to low participation. A Subsequent Change Form with the
modification to the research study was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB).
Use of a multi-university strategy was proposed. According to Arbaugh et al. (2008)
“using single-institution samples limits their generalizability” (p. 134). Using a multi-institution
sample enables access to a larger sample, achieving a more comprehensive picture of the
perceptions and attitudes of instructors. A multi-institution sampling may also increase in
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external validity and statistical power, which may contribute to the generalization of findings
(Arbaugh & Hiltz, 2005). As the study was changed to a lecture intervention, only two of the
four research sites were used due to proximity, which made the sites in Pennsylvania and
Michigan unfeasible.
Research Intervention. Morrison et al. (2013) served as the instructional design model
for the development and evaluation of the online self-paced intervention, Google Translate:
Integration into the L2 Classroom. The goal of the instructional intervention was to teach L2
instructors how to move from a detect-and-prevent approach to OMT to an integration approach
to allow students to openly use OMT and to better support language acquisition and academic
honesty. The intervention encompassed six key learning outcomes:
(1)!identify the most common outcomes associated with students not receiving
instruction on OMT best practices,
(2) identify how Google Translate works,
(3) correctly identify the key benefits and limitations of Google Translate,
(4) recall the most important points to be covered when explaining best practices to
students,
(5) identify the types that can be used to integrate OMT while supporting language
acquisition, and
(6) identify the most important elements to include in L2 assignments that integrate OMT
well.
The 90-min intervention was delivered through Versal Pro. Versal is an open publishing
platform that allows the user to create online courses. The Pro version allows tracking of users
taking courses, invitations sent directly to users, and the ability to create private courses.
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Formative evaluation of the instructional intervention involved three iterations of data
collection: Subject Matter Expert (SME) Review, One-on-One Trials, and Small Group Field
Test. The formative evaluation was administered to identify areas of needed improvement to
ensure the learning objectives aligned with the content, to assess participant learning, and to
ensure the instructional unit was fit-for-purpose.
The lecture intervention was based on the online intervention and incorporated the six
modules into a 1-hr lecture, using a 50-slide presentation designed with Haiku Pro (see Appendix
A). The research data presented in the online intervention was presented in the lecture
intervention, although due to time constraints, not all the research data was included. Although
the online intervention held more information, the lecture intervention allowed participants to
ask questions throughout so they had the opportunity to access specific information. Participants
were given the link to the online intervention at the end of the lecture so they could access
resources and review any of the information in their own time.
Research Site. The initial research involved participants in a variety of geographical
locations, course offerings, and types of courses offered (online, hybrid, and face-to-face) as well
as including 2- and 4-year institutions. After the change from the online intervention to the faceto-face intervention, two institutions were selected.
The first institution is a private 4-year research university, which will be referred to as
PvtU (private university). It is located in a Southern, urban setting, and enrolls approximately
10,000 students. PvtU offers courses in Arabic, Chinese, Classical Greek, French, German,
Italian, Japanese, Portuguese, Russian, Spanish, as well as other less widely spoken languages.
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The second institution is a public 4-year research university, which will be referred to as
PubU (public university). PubU has an enrollment of more than 20,000 students and offers 11
foreign languages.
The first lecture intervention was presented at PvtU, in their second language center, as
part of their ongoing lecture series. The lecture intervention was the first lecture in the spring
semester series. A flyer was distributed via email to everyone on the second language center
email list one week prior to the lecture (Appendix B). The second lecture was presented at
PubU. A flyer was distributed via email to everyone on the foreign language department email
list one week prior to the lecture as well as an announcement appearing in the foreign language
newsletter (Appendix C).
Participants
Initially a total of 75 full-time Romance language instructors from four institutions of
higher education were invited to serve as participants in this study, this was changed to two sites
after the change from online to face-to-face intervention. The participants comprised of full-time
faculty in the following positions: full, associate, and assistant professors; and senior lecturers,
lecturers, and instructors who taught the four mostly widely spoken Romance Languages:
Spanish, French, Italian, and Portuguese. These languages were chosen for their similarity in
grammatical structure.
Full-time Romance language faculty at PubU included six who taught French, three who
taught Italian, and 14 who taught Spanish. Some faculty assigned to the Spanish program also
taught Portuguese. PubU had a total of 23 faculty members who were invited to participate in
the study.
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PvtU provided the largest pool of potential participants, as there were 41 faculty teaching
Romance languages, which are broken down in the departments of French and Italian and
Spanish and Portuguese. Within the French and Italian department, there were 13 full time
French faculty and 6 full-time Italian faculty. Within the Spanish and Portuguese department,
there were 28 instructors of Spanish and four of Portuguese, for a total of 41 Romance language
instructors.
After three weeks only two participants had completed the consent, Pre-I3 and Post-I3
forms. A modification to the study was submitted to IRB widening the participant pool to
include part-time and adjunct faculty. However, after the pool was widened to include these
faculty, there was only one additional participant who completed the online intervention and
surveys. When the lecture intervention was developed, two institutions were removed from the
research site due to their geographical locations. All foreign language faculty and GAs were
invited to attend the lectures held at PvtU and PubU. PvtU had 13 participants total, made up of
the following languages: 6 French, 3 German (including 1 participant who taught German and
English as a Foreign Language, or ESL), 1 Portuguese, and 3 Spanish instructors. PubU had
seven participants total, made up of 3 French, 2 Spanish, 1 ESL, and 1Chinese instructor. The
total number of participants by institution and language is found in Table 1.
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Table 1
Number of Participants by Institution and Language
Institution
PvtU
PubU
Spanish
3
2
French
6
3
German
3*
0
ESL
0
1
Portuguese
1
0
Italian
0
0
Chinese
0
1
Total by Institution
13
7
*Note. 1 participant teaching German also taught ESL

Total by Language
5
9
3
1
1
0
1
20

Instrumentation. In order to collect data to address the research questions, the
following three instruments were used: Pre-Instructional Intervention Instrument (Pre-I3), PostInstructional Intervention Instrument (Post-I3), and an interview protocol administered after the
intervention. The questions used within Pre-I3 and Post-I3 instruments were taken, in part, from
the questions used in the instrument Survey of Professors’ Views on MT (Clifford et al., 2013).
The questions used within the interview protocol were adapted from the research questions to
elicit responses to perceptions, attitudes, confidence, and inclination to use OMT in the L2
classroom. The instruments were presented initially as a Google form, embedded directly into
the online intervention, whereas the lecture intervention used hard copies of the same
instruments. The three instruments are described below.
Pre-Instructional Intervention Instrument (Pre-I 3 ). The Pre-I3 includes the
Information Questionnaire and Participant Survey (see Appendix D). The Google Forms version
began by prompting the participants to enter a five-character identifier unique to each participant.
This identifier was sent to the participants via email to enable the matching of pre-intervention
and post-intervention instruments. After the lecture intervention participants were prompted to
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enter their first and last name, which was removed when paired with the Post-I3. The fivecharacter identifier was not used, as it could not be determined who would attend the lectures,
and assigning an identifier during the lecture was deemed too time-consuming a process within
the one-hour time allotment for the lecture.
Information questionnaire. The information questionnaire included nine items,
which gathered data about the instructor background and teaching experience. There was also
one demographic item, which asked whether the instructor was a native or non-native speaker, to
which participants were requested to respond yes or no. Item 1 was for the participant to enter
their unique identifier, which was changed to first and last name in the paper-formatted
questionnaire. Items 2 through 5 requested information about teaching experience and were
multiple choice. Item 6 requested demographic information related to language heritage.
Finally, items 7 through 9 requested information about experience with OMT, with responses
limited to yes or no. When the surveys were changed to a paper format, participants could make
notes on the survey, in addition to providing their binary (yes/no) response.
Participant survey. The participant survey consisted of 10 Likert-style items with a 5point response scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). Morrison et al.
(2013) stated that although true-feelings may not be conveyed and outcomes may not be evident
until sometime after the participant has completed an instructional intervention, surveys are
useful data collection methods for surveying feeling, beliefs and values. The items elicited
information about participants’ beliefs, attitudes, confidence, and inclination to use OMT in the
L2 classroom.
Post-instructional intervention instrument (Post-I 3 ). The Google Form Post-I3
(see Appendix E) opened with a request for the unique participant indicator, while the hard copy
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version asked for first and last name, which were removed when paired with the Pre-I3. Next
were the same 10 Likert-style items as were in Pre-I3. The Post-I3 concluded with two items
seeking participant gift card preferences and one item soliciting interest in participating in a
virtual interview for the opportunity to enter a drawing for a $20 gift card. The last item
prompted students to leave contact information to set up a follow up interview, if they were
interested in participating.
Interview protocol. The Interview Protocol consists of nine open-ended questions that
requested participant feedback on feelings, attitudes, and potential future use of OMT in the
participant’s L2 courses (see Appendix F). Interviews were conducted by FaceTime, Skype,
Google Hangout, and face-to-face.
Procedures
The procedures for this study involved recruitment of participants and administration of
the intervention. Each is discussed below.
Recruitment. Initially, full-time instructors of Romance languages within higher
education were invited to participate by email (see Appendix G), based on the list of potential
participants. The information needed to identify potential participants was obtained from lists of
Romance language faculty posted on the websites of the four participating universities. Each
participant was emailed directly and invited to participate in the research. The participants were
assigned a unique code, which was included in the initial email. After the study was changed
from the online intervention to the lecture intervention, the list containing the codes and the
names of the instructors was destroyed to preserve the anonymity of the participants.
Participants for the lecture intervention were invited to attend via an email sent by the director of
the Center for Foreign Language Study at PvtU and the Department Chair of Foreign Languages
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and Literature at PubU. The names of the participants on the paper instruments were blacked out
after the data were collected, also to preserve anonymity.
Incentives were offered to all those who participated in the online and lecture
intervention. According to Singer and Couper (2008), incentives to encourage participation may
be useful when there are no intrinsic motivations (such as social obligations, interest in the
subject matter, or even reasons of self-interest) to participate. The use of incentives is supported
by meta-analyses of the role of incentives in motivating survey participation (Church, 1993;
Singer, Gebler, Raghunathan, Van Hoewyk & McGonagle, 1999). Before the intervention, the
majority of instructors was believed to disapprove of the use of OMT in their L2 classes, based
on the needs assessment results (Knowles, 2015) as well as through other research (Clifford et
al., 2013; Jolley & Maimone, 2015). Therefore, the intrinsic motivation to participate in the
research was anticipated to be quite low. Participation was incentivized by offering $20 gift
cards to all participants in the research. Furthermore, the four participants randomly selected to
participate in the interview received an additional gift card of $20 after the interview was
completed.
After the lecture intervention was developed, the Director of Instructional Technologies
in the second language center at PvtU arranged for the lecture to start the foreign language spring
series of lectures held at the center. A flyer was distributed via email to everyone on the second
language center email list one week prior to the lecture. The second lecture was presented at
PubU. It was arranged to be held during a time in which most foreign language instructors were
not teaching to help increase attendance. Participants were recruited through the distribution of a
flyer through following means: via 1) the electronic foreign language newsletter sent to the
foreign language email list, 2) an email to everyone on the foreign language email list, and 3)
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posters around the foreign language building where the Foreign Languages and Literatures main
office and all faculty offices are located.
The Pre-I3 survey and consent were administered before the start of the lecture
intervention. After the lecture, participants had ten minutes in which to ask questions and make
comments and complete the Post-I3 survey. After the lecture intervention, six of the thirteen
PvtU and three of the seven PubU participants agreed to be interviewed. Those participants were
contacted within one week of the lectures to schedule the interviews, which were conducted
within two weeks of attending the lecture. Each participant who agreed to be interviewed was
assigned a number, 1-6 for the PvtU participants and 1-3 for PubU participants. Two numbers
for each institution were randomly selected using a free online random number generator. Due
to the change in the intervention format, which had to be re-designed and delivered in a face-toface format, the resulting time-constraint meant all the participants who volunteered to
participate could not selected. Each participant who completed the interview was sent an
additional gift card.
Intervention. The researcher-presented lecture intervention was presented using Haiku
Deck. The lecture presentations consisted of 50 slides divided into 6 sets, with time for
participants to ask questions between sets. The overall lecture lasted approximately 50-min
which included time for questions and responses. The overall time for the lecture and pre- and
post data collection was approximately 60 min.
The purpose of the intervention was to show instructors how to transition from a preventand-detect approach to an integrate-and-instruct approach to OMT. At the beginning of the
lecture, participants were given an overview of Google Translate, including the interface. The
goal was to showcase some of the features of Google Translate for desktop and mobile devices,
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which participants might not realize are a part of the interface. Some of the features outlined
included: the dual language voice recognition on the mobile version of Google Translate, which
students can use to evaluate their pronunciation; the word select tool for the input and output
text, which allows students to view synonyms, antonyms, and see examples of how the selected
word is used in different sentences; and how to interact with the correction tool, which allows
students to correct any errors they see in the output text. Second, the researcher illustrated how
students currently use OMT using data from some of the most recent literature (Clifford et al.,
2013, Jolley & Maimone, 2015). Research showing most students admit to using OMT was
highlighted. Third, data were presented to demonstrate the disconnect between instructors’
perceptions of technology, OMT, and student use of OMT and students’ perceptions of how
instructors view technology, OMT, and student use of OMT. Next, two approaches were
outlined: the benefits and limitations of a prevent-and-detect approach and the benefits and
limitations of an integrate-and-instruct approach. Citations were included to support findings
from each approach. The limitations as well as the benefits to each approach were outlined to
create a balanced overview. Subsequently, the researcher compared current perceptions of OMT
by language instructors to former perceptions of the calculator and the word processor by math
and English instructors. This analogy was made to show how these tools were also perceived
negatively when they were first introduced because instructors were also concerned their use
would negatively affect student learning. Finally, the researcher wrapped up the lecture by
recounting two news stories that illustrated how Google Translate was used in real-life situations
and which helped show Google Translate as a tool which encourages students to engage with
language beyond the classroom setting. In the last ten minutes of the lecture, participants asked
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questions, asked for clarification, and were free to express their reservation or openness to using
Google Translate as a language learning aid.
Data Collection
In order to present a coherent picture of the attitudes and perceptions of participants
towards the research subject of OMT, multiple data sources were needed. The triangulation of
multiple data sources helps provide reliable and valid data (Leedy & Ormrod, 2013). Multiple
data sources were collected via the Pre-I3 and Post-I3 and interviews in order to obtain different
perspectives. Table 2 illustrates the alignment of the research questions with the survey and
interview protocol.
Table 2
Research Questions by Data Source
Research Questions
Research Question 1
In what ways, if any, do participant's
perceptions towards student use of
OMT change after completing the
intervention?

Data Sources
Participant Survey Items
•! 1-I believe most of my students use OMT.
•! 1-I believe OMT can be a useful tool for my
language students.
•! 1-I believe my students' use of OMT equates with
cheating.
•! Interview Questions
•! 1-Do you think your perceptions about online
machine translation have changed? If yes, in
what way? If no, why not?
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Table 2 continued
Research Questions
Research Question 2
In what ways, if any, do participant's
attitudes towards OMT change with
regard to confidence to use OMT and
inclination to integrate OMT into the
L2 classroom after completing the
intervention?

Research Question 3
In what ways, if any, do participant’s
perceptions of benefits and barriers
of using OMT for L2 acquisition
change after completing the
intervention?

Data Sources
Participant Survey Items
•! 2-Confidence: I feel confident explaining Google
Translate to my students.
•! 2-Confidence: I understand how Google
Translate works.
•! 2-Confidence: I feel confident integrating student
use of OMT into my L2 courses.
•! 2-Inclination: I plan to integrate student use of
OMT into my L2 instructional practices.
•! 2-Inclination: I plan to assess student use of
OMT.
•! Interview Questions
•! 2-Confidence: If you agree or agreed with
student use of OMT, do you feel more
confidence you can integrate online machine
translation into your L2 class?
•! 2-Confidence: How confident are you about
integrating online machine translation into future
L2 courses? Why?
•! 2-Inclination: To what extent are you more likely
to use OMT in your L2 courses? Why?
Participant Survey Items
•! 3-I believe the benefits of using OMT in the
classroom outweigh the barriers.
•! 3-I understand the benefits and barriers of L2
students using Google Translate.
•! Interview Questions
•! 3-Do you have any concerns about students using
OMT in your L2 courses? Please explain.
•! 3-What do you think are the greatest benefits of
using OMT? In what ways, if any, is this
different from what you thought before taking the
intervention?
•! 3-What do you see as the greatest barriers of
using OMT? In what ways, if any, is this
different from what you thought before taking the
intervention?

It was anticipated there would be a low response rate to the invitation for the online
intervention due to factors including: the time of year the study took place; the invitation to
participate was administered at the close of the fall semester; the participation required a
commitment of 30 to 90 min of time; and interest, OMT is still controversial as illustrated by one
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faculty member’s response to the email invitation to participate, in which the respondent stated
he could not assist in the study because he had never used, nor intended to ever use, Google
Translate.
Due to the 3% response rate to the online intervention, the lecture intervention was
developed, to which 20 participants responded and nine participants volunteered to be
interviewed. In order to obtain consent, participants signed a consent form (see Appendix H).
Consent forms were signed electronically by those completing the online intervention and with
handwritten signatures for the lecture intervention.
For the online intervention, the Pre-I3 and Post-I3 surveys were embedded into the
interference. The Pre-I3 was administered before the participant could start the instructional
intervention, which navigated participants through each module and completion of the Post-I3
survey. For the lecture intervention, all attendees were invited to participate in the research and
were informed participation was voluntary. The Pre-I3 survey and consent form were distributed
before the lecture intervention and the Post-I3 survey was distributed to participants after the
lecture.
Within the Post-I3 survey, the penultimate question prompts participants to add their
mailing address to receive the $20 gift card. Gift cards were distributed within 48 hours of
completing the participant survey. The final question asked participants if they consented to
being interviewed, with space to add a preferred method of contact to arrange the interview.
Each participant was assigned a number, 1-13, and an online random number generator was used
to select four participants to be interviewed. The interviews were arranged within 14 days of
completing the course and surveys. Interviews took place via Skype, FaceTime, and face-to-face
and lasted no more than 30 min. Initially participants were entered into a pool from which one
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participant would receive a $50; however, due to the 3% response rate to the online intervention,
participants were offered a $20 gift card if they consented to be interviewed and the interview
took place. The gift card was mailed within 1 week of the interview. Participants verbally
consented to allow digital voice recording and gave their first names at the beginning of each
interview. The digital recordings were transcribed and saved as separate, word-processed files.
Participants’ names were assigned pseudonyms to preserve anonymity. A member check of
qualitative data was conducted with each participant before the collected data were published.
According to Pope, Ziebland, and Mays (2000), respondent validation or member checking
“includes techniques in which the investigator's account is compared with those of the research
subjects to establish the level of correspondence between the two sets” (p. 51).
Data Analysis
The data analysis for this proposed mixed-method study included quantitative and
qualitative procedures to address the three research questions. Table 2 (shown previously)
illustrates how items contained in the participant survey and interview relate to the three research
questions. The quantitative analysis included calculation of frequencies, percentages, mean
scores, and standard deviations from Pre-I3 and Post-I3 responses to the 11 Likert-style items that
used a 5-point response scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5).
Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviation, and frequencies) were used to analyze the
survey items using SPSS. Cronbach’s Alpha was administered to combined items to assess
internal consistency. A threshold of 0.6 was established. Normally a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.7 or
higher is recommended as a measure of internal consistency (Nunnally, 1978). However, due to
the small number of items, in this case only two, a lower than normal threshold was used. Paired
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sample t-tests were used to analyze pre- and post-lecture intervention data. The researcher
calculated the effect size of significant differences using Cohen’s d formula.
Qualitative analysis was used to examine the interview responses in several phases. First,
the interviews were recorded by the researcher using the Voice Memo app on an iPhone 6. The
interviews were then transcribed verbatim into a Word file. In order to transcribe each word
correctly, the playback tempo was slowed using the WavePad app to allow for a smoother
transcription process. After all interviews were completed and transcribed, an in-depth analysis
of the transcripts began.
First, two copies of each transcript were printed out. In phase one of the qualitative
analysis, copy one was read through in its entirety once to gain an overall understanding of each
transcription. During a second read through, key points made by each participant related to each
research question about perceptions, attitudes, confidence, and inclination to use OMT in the L2
classroom were highlighted by hand. Figure 1 shows an excerpt from a highlighted transcript.

Figure 1. Interview Excerpt with Highlighted Key Points.
In phase 2 of the qualitative analysis, the second copy of each transcript was examined
for emergent themes and key points made by participants, which were then highlighted by hand,
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colored coded for each participant, cut out, and then grouped according to themes. Figure 2
shows an example how the excerpts were organized.

Figure 2. Key points organized by themes.
In phase 3, a table was created to organize evidence for each theme. Then, the original
transcripts were re-read and evidence containing examples and quotes supporting each theme
were highlighted. This evidence was inserted into corresponding cells in the table, as shown in
Figure 3. The theme-supporting evidence from each participant was then compared. The
responses were reorganized into overarching themes.
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Figure 3. Emergent themes and excerpts.
Finally, in phase 4, the excerpts from the interview of each participant were emailed to
the corresponding participant. The participant was prompted to review the excerpts from their
interview for accuracy, clarity, and gaps in information. Participants were also given the
opportunity to make corrections, additions, and request changes. Participants were asked to
reply to the email if they did not agree or wanted to give additional information on any of the
information provided and were informed that no response to the email would be considered as
acceptance. One participant responded after reviewing their excerpts and did not have any
changes. Two participants requested minor changes: one participant noted three incorrectly
transcribed words, and one participant clarified meaning of a response she felt unable to
articulate adequately during the interview. One participant did not respond to the email. After
the member checks were complete, an interpretation of the findings of the qualitative analysis
was written. A summary of the process is shown in Table 3.
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Table 3
Process of Qualitative Data Analysis
Phases of Data Analysis
Preliminary Phase
• Transcribed each interview
• Printed out two copies of transcriptions
Phase 1
• Read through copy one of transcripts
• Highlighted key points on each transcript related to each research question
• Cut out excerpts and organized them by research questions
• Photographed each group of research question and excerpts
• Created a table for each research and populated it excerpts
Phase 2
• Read through copy two of transcripts
• Highlighted key points from each interview
• Grouped key points into initial themes
• Cut out excerpts and organized them by theme
Phase 3
• Re-read through initial themes
• Re-organized themes and combined topics into overarching themes
• Created a table for each theme and populated it with evidence from the transcripts
Phase 4
• Emailed member checks to participants
• Made any updates requested by participants
• Interpretation of findings was written
Trustworthiness
Strategies were employed to ensure the soundness that qualitative research demands were
met. The data from the following instruments were triangulated to a survey and an interview
protocol. Member checks were made to ensure the accuracy of the interviews and the voices of
the participants were preserved.
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Biases/Subjectivities
Some of the participants have a personal connection to the researcher, either as a friend or
colleague. Therefore, positive bias toward the instructional intervention may have been present
in some of the responses.
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Chapter 4
Report of Findings
As previously discussed, the purpose of this research was to examine the perceptions,
attitudes, confidence, and inclination to integrate OMT into the L2 classroom. The findings of
this study are presented in this section organized by research question. This chapter begins with
the presentation of the findings related to the participants’ characteristics and experience with
OMT. Subsequently, the findings related to the participants’ perceptions, attitudes, confidence
and inclination to use OMT are examined.
For the online intervention, 10 participants completed the consent form, but only 2
completed the Pre-I3 and Post-I3 online surveys. Data from the online intervention were not used
for the study. Of those who attended the lecture intervention, 20 participants completed the
consent form, as well as the Pre-I3 and Post-I3 surveys. Nine participants consented to be
interviewed, from which four participants were randomly selected to be interviewed.
Participant perceptions, attitudes, confidence, and inclination to use OMT were examined
using paired or dependent samples t-tests. As multiple comparisons were run, the Bonferroni
adjustment was used on the alpha level to control the experimental-wise error (from 0.05 to
0.006). The p-values approaching the adjusted significance level (i.e., p < .006) are also
discussed. Prior to the t-test, where data from multiple data sources were combined, a
correlation analysis was run to determine the strength of the correlation (r = 0.6). Effect sizes
were computed using the tc formula (Dunlop, Cortina, Vaslow, & Burke, 1996, p. 176).
Faculty Characteristics and Experience with OMT
The questionnaire component of the Pre-I3 was comprised of eight questions. Due to the
elimination of two research sites, which included one 2-year institution, all participants taught at
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4-year institutions. Looking at the participants’ rank at the institution where they taught, the
majority (75%) of participants indicated they were GAs. Fifteen percent were full-time
instructors, 5% were visiting faculty, and 5% were faculty. There were no emeritus faculty or
part-time/adjunct instructors. The next question elicited information to the number of years
participants had been teaching a foreign language; the responses ranged from less than 1 year to
15 years or more. At the lower spectrum, three participants selected “less than 1 year” and three
participants selected “1 year.” The majority of participants indicated they had been teaching 2-4
years. Five participants selected 5-9 years, two participants selected 10-14 years, and only one
participant selected 15+ years. Looking at participants who taught Romance languages, the
majority of the participants taught French (45%), followed by Spanish (25%), with only one
participant who taught Portuguese (5%). As for other languages, three participants taught
German (15%), one taught Chinese (5%), and one taught ESL (5%). Of those participants who
selected German as the primary language taught, one participant added she also taught ESL. A
summary of participant responses to the first five questions regarding participants teaching
experiences are presented in Table 4.
Table 4
Participant Responses to Questionnaire Survey Items 1-4
Question

Response Options

Where do you Teach?

Four-year institution
Two-year institution
Other
Emeritus Faculty
Faculty
Visiting Faculty
Full-Time Instructor
Part-Time Faculty
GA

What best describes your rank at the
institution where you teach?
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Total N = 20
Frequency Percentage
#
(%)
20
100%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%
1
5%
1
5%
3
15%
0
0%
15
75%

Table 4 continued
Question

Response Options

How many years have you been teaching
a foreign language?

Less than 1 year
1 year
2-4 years
5-9 years
10-14 years
15+ years

Total N = 20
Frequency Percentage
#
(%)
3
15%
3
15%
6
30%
5
25%
2
10%
1
5%

Which language do you primarily teach?

French
9
45%
German*
3
15%
Italian
0
0%
Portuguese
1
5%
Spanish
5
25%
Chinese
1
5%
ESL
1
5%
*Note. One participant who taught German wrote ESL next to their primarily taught language.
In the final part of the questionnaire, participants were prompted to choose between “yes”
and “no” responses to four questions. Examining the data, there were almost equal proportion of
native speakers (55%) and non-native speakers (45%). One participant selected non-native, but
also wrote next to her answer, heritage speaker. Rotham (2007) differentiated between heritage
speakers and native speakers in the following way, “like all monolingual and childhood bilingual
learners, heritage speakers are exposed naturalistically to the heritage language; however, this
language is by definition a nonhegemonic minority language within a majority-language
environment” (p. 360).
Most participants (80%) specified they used OMT for personal, non-academic purposes.
Interestingly, almost the same percentage (85%) of participants said they did not integrate OMT
into their courses. Finally, 60% of participants affirmed they currently prohibited OMT in their
courses. Table 5 shows the participants’ responses to the yes and no questions.
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Table 5
Participant Responses to Questionnaire Survey Items 5-8
Question

Response Options

Are you a native speaker of the language you
primarily speak?
Do you currently use OMT for personal, nonacademic, purposes?
Do you currently integrate OMT in your language
courses?

Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No

Do you currently prohibit OMT in your language
courses?

Yes
No

N = 20
Frequency Percentage
#
(%)
11
55%
9
45%
16
80%
4
20%
3
15%
17
85%
12
8

60%
40%

Participants’ Perceptions, Attitudes, Confidence, and Inclination to Use OMT
The Pre-13 and Post-I3 participant surveys consist of 10 items, using a 5-point Likert
scale coded as follows: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 =
agree, and 5 = strongly agree. The items were aligned to each research question, looking at
participants’ perceptions of student use of OMT, participants’ attitudes towards OMT, as well as
participants’ confidence and inclination to use OMT. The semi-structured interview consisted of
8 open-ended questions, also aligned to the research questions, plus two additional questions.
The participants interviewed were as follows: Faustine, a graduate assistant and native
French speaker; Natalie, a non-native French speaker and instructor; Jon, a graduate assistant and
non-native Spanish and non-native Portuguese speaker; and Emily, a German, non-native
speaker and graduate assistant. These names are pseudonyms used to protect the anonymity of
the participants.
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Research Question 1: Instructor perceptions. Looking specifically at instructor
perceptions, participants answered 3 Likert-scale items (see Table 6) and responded to one
interview question. The statistical data are also presented.
I believe most of my students use OMT. Looking at the pre-test statement, “I believe
most of my students use OMT,” the responses were distributed between strongly agree and
disagree, with no participants selecting strongly disagree. The majority of participants (55%)
indicated they agreed, with 15% of participants selecting each of the three remaining options.
However, after lecture intervention, 65% of the participants strongly agreed with the statement,
while no participants selected disagree or strongly disagree, and only one (5%) selected neither
agree nor disagree.
Even though there was a p = .055 pre-to-post difference, the t-test did not reveal a
significant difference due to the Bonferroni correction (p = .017); pre-test (Pre-13 M = 3.70, SD =
.92) compared to after attending the lecture intervention (Post-I3 M = 4.25, SD = .55).
I believe OMT can be a useful tool for my language students. Prior to the lecture
intervention, 50% of participants indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, “I
believe OMT can be a useful tool for my language students.” After the lecture intervention, the
numbers increased to 70% agreeing or strongly agreeing. One-fourth (25%) of the participants
neither agreed nor disagreed after the lecture.
A paired samples t-test was conducted to determine if changes in beliefs about usefulness
of the OMT occurred after the lecture intervention. The t-test revealed no significant difference
between before the lecture intervention (Pre-13 M = 3.55, SD = 1.00) compared to after attending
the lecture intervention (Post-I3 M = 3.85, SD = .81).

61

My students’ use of OMT equates with cheating. Interestingly, the number of
participants who agreed with the statement that their student’s use of OMT equated with cheating
remained the same before and after the intervention, which was 35% of participants. However,
the number who neither agreed nor disagreed dropped from 40% to 30% and those who
disagreed increased from 10% to 25%. Responses at the polar opposites of the scale stayed
virtually the same, with one participant strongly disagreeing before and after the intervention,
and two strongly agreeing before and one after the intervention.
A paired samples t-test was conducted to determine if changes in perceptions occurred
after the lecture intervention. The t-test revealed no significant difference between before the
lecture intervention (Pre-13 M = 3.35, SD = .99) compared to after attending the lecture
intervention (Post-I3 M = 3.10, SD = 1.02). Table 6 shows participant perceptions pre- and postintervention.
Table 6
Research Question 1: Perceptions towards student use of OMT
Survey Items

Survey
Version

3

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

n (%)

n (%)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
n (%)

Agree

Strongly
agree

0 (0%)

3 (15%)

3 (15%)

11 (55%)

3 (15%)

.92

3.70

n (%)

n (%)

SD

M

I believe most of
my students use
OMT.

Pre-I

Post-I3

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

1 (5%)

13 (65%)

6 (30%)

.55

4.25

I believe OMT can
be a useful tool for
my language
students.

Pre-I3
Post-I3

1 (5%)
0 (0%)

2 (10%)
1 (5%)

7 (35%)
5 (25%)

6 (30%)
10 (50%)

4 (20%)
4 (20%)

1.00
.81

3.55
3.85

I believe my
students’ use of
OMT equates with
cheating.

Pre-I3
Pot-I3

1 (5%)
1 (5%)

2 (10%)
5 (25%)

8 (40%)
6 (30%)

7 (35%)
7 (35%)

2 (10%)
1 (5%)

.99
1.02

3.35
3.10
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Participant interview responses related to perceptions. Interview participants were
asked whether their perceptions about online machine translation had changed. When asked if
their perceptions had changed, all but one respondent indicated their perceptions had changed.
In the case of Jon, this change appeared to be significant. Some of their responses to the question
on whether their perceptions had changed follow:
Faustine: Yes, a little bit, since your workshop. How we can use it . . . I thought that
students were only using it to make it more simple, but I think as teacher we can use it
differently if we can show them how to do it, and I really like how you speak with the app,
that was interesting.
Emily: Uh, yes, actually, they have . . . I haven’t used it with my students, but I have used
it myself. It was neat, yeah. So, yeah, I have a more positive idea of it.
Natalie: Not really in terms of French and English because I feel like I already
understood how Google Translate works from French to English.
Jon: I would say I was among the ‘absolutely no’ camp mostly because that is sort of the
way that it is told to us by our [pause] advisors . . . I would say that after taking the
lecture I tell my students that Google Translate is a good source of dictionary and stuff.
Research Question 2: Faculty confidence to use. In order to examine confidence to use
OMT, participants responded to 3 Likert-scale items (see Table 7) and two interview questions.
The statistical data are also presented.
I understand how Google Translate works. Examining the questions related to
participant confidence, 80% agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, “I understand how
Google Translate works” prior to the lecture intervention, which increased to 100% after the
lecture intervention.
A paired samples t-test indicated that there was a significance difference for pre-test (Pre13 M = 4.05, SD = .76) and post-test (Post-13 M = 4.65, SD = .49) conditions; t(19) = 4.49, p <
.000, d = 0.9. These results suggest participants’ understanding of how Google Translate works
increased after attending the lecture intervention.
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I feel confident integrating and explaining student use of OMT. Most participants
indicated they neither agreed nor disagreed prior to the intervention, 27.5% indicated they
agreed, and only 7.5% of participants indicated they strongly agreed. After the lecture, the
majority indicated they agreed with the statement: 40% agreed and 20% strongly agreed.
Although the number who strongly disagreed reduced from 15% to 0%, the percentage of
participants who disagreed that they felt confident integrating OMT remained the same at 25%
before and after the intervention.
Before conducting a paired samples t-test for the two items measuring confidence to use
(confidence integrating and confidence explaining), reliability was first calculated with
Cronbach’s alpha, which measured reliability of r = 0.8 for the Pre-13 items and of r = 0.6 posttest responses. There was a significant difference in the scores for pre-test (Pre-13 M = 3.03, SD
= .90) and post-test (Post-13 M = 3.88, SD = .86) conditions; t(19) = 3.33, p < .000, d = 0.97.
These results suggest that participants felt more confident, albeit marginally, integrating and
explaining Google Translate after attending the lecture intervention.
Table 7
Research Question 2: Confidence to Use OMT
Survey Items

I understand
how Google
Translate
works
I feel
confident
explaining
and
integrating
Google
Translate to
my students

Survey
Version

Pre-I

3

Post-I

3

Pre-I3
Post-I3

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

n (%)

n (%)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
n (%)

Agree

Strongly
agree

n (%)

n (%)

SD

M

0 (0%)

1 (5%)

2 (10%)

12 (60%)

5 (25%)

.76

4.05

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

7 (35%)

13 (65%)

.49

4.65

1.5 (7.5%)
0 (0%)

5 (25%)
3.5 (17.5%)

8.5 (32.5%)
2 (10%)

5.5 (27.5%)
8 (40%)

1.5 (7.5%)
6.5 (32.5%)

.90
.86

3.03
3.88
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Interview responses related to confidence. Participants were asked, “If you agree or
agreed with student use of OMT, do you feel more confident you can integrate online machine
translation into your L2 class?” Participants reacted in a mostly positive way, as shown by these
responses:
Faustine: More confident.
Emily: Yes, I definitely, I definitely understand it better after your presentation,
absolutely, absolutely.
Natalie: So, [pause] I think that, you know, it’s really important to try and teach ways to
use it, but currently I am not allowed to.
Jon: I feel much more confident that I can integrate online machine translation into
future language courses to support language acquisition even at Intermediate levels, but
especially elementary levels.
When participants were asked if they felt confident integrating online machine translation
into future L2 courses, the responses were split between those who indicated they could not,
because of departmental policies, and those who were thinking of talking to other L2 instructors
or already had talked to their students about using Google Translate.
Faustine: In our department it is forbidden, so I have to follow the rules.
Emily: Maybe over the summer I might do it for next year, or something, but I’d be
interested to know like what other people are, what other people are getting back with
you with, like how they managed to integrate it?
Natalie: Uh, well, so, we have a policy that you can’t, uh, so, it is completely banned.
Jon: I do feel more confident that I can integrate online machine translation into my L2
class. In fact, I have already shown students in my Intermediate Spanish class how to use
Google Translate as an acceptable dictionary.
Research Question 2: Faculty inclination to use. There were 2 Likert-scale items
related to inclination, in addition to one interview question. The responses to items 7 and 8 were
combined after a correlation analysis was run in SPSS.
I plan to integrate and assess student use of OMT into my L2 instructional practices.
When examining participants’ plans, before the lecture integration, to integrate student use of
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Google Translate as a tool for language students, the majority of participants indicated they did
not plan to integrate OMT, with 57.5% of participants indicating they disagreed or strongly
disagreed. However, after the lecture the majority of responses were split between 35%
agreeing, in other words they did plan to integrate OMT, and 35% disagreeing, and therefore did
not plan to integrate OMT. Of the participants who neither agreed nor disagreed, the percentage
decreased from 27.5% to 20% after the lecture.
Before conducting a paired samples t-test for the two items measuring inclination to use,
reliability was first calculated with Cronbach’s alpha, which measured reliability of 0.8 for the
Pre-13 items and 0.7 post-test responses. A paired samples t-test was then conducted using the
means of the Pre-13 and Post-13 items, for which there was a significant difference in the scores
for pre-test (Pre-13 M = 2.77, SD = .84) and post-test (Post-13 M = 3.38, SD = .73 conditions;
t(19) = 4.23, p < .000, d = 1.6). These results, as shown in Table 8, reveal a significant increase
in participants’ reported inclination to use and assess OMT after attending the lecture
intervention.
Table 8
Research Question 2: Inclination to Use
Survey
Items

Survey
Version

3

I plan to
Pre-I
integrate and
3
assess student Post-I
use of OMT
into my L2
instructional
practices.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

n (%)

n (%)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
n (%)

Agree

Strongly
agree

n (%)

n (%)

SD

2 (10%)

9.5 (47.5%)

5.5 (27.5%)

2.5 (12.5%)

.5 (2.5%)

.5 (2.5%)

7 (35%)

4 (20%)

7 (35%)

1.5 (7.5%) 1.12
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.89

M

2.45
3.25

Interview responses related to inclination. Regarding whether interview participants
were more inclined to integrate OMT after the intervention, there were mixed responses, from
less inclination to more inclination. The following responses were noted:
Faustine: In our department it is forbidden so I have to follow the rules.
Uh, maybe the pronunciation uh . . . try to avoid it though for the composition or long
phrases/sentences, idiomatic expressions and pronunciation.
Emily: Well, I wouldn’t have even considered using it before so . . . I just, some very
high number more likely
Natalie: I don’t think it helps them and because I teach at the intermediate level . . .
classes it just seems uh like it would uh potentially take up time that we could spend
doing other things
Jon: I would say much more likely, I was swayed by the argument that GT is like the
calculator of math classes of the 1970s or word processors in the 2000s.
Research Question 3: Instructor perceptions of barriers and benefits. In order to
examine confidence to use OMT, participants were presented with 2 Likert-scale items (see
Table 9) and two interview questions.
I believe the benefits of using OMT in the classroom outweigh the barriers. Examining
participants’ beliefs regarding the usefulness of Google Translate as a tool for language students
before and after the lecture integration, 30% of participants agreed or strongly agreed before the
lecture, which increased to 45% after the lecture. Of participants selecting a neutral response,
the percentage decreased from 45% before the lecture to 30% after the lecture. Of those who
disagreed, the percentage remained the same, at 25% of participants. There were no participants
who strongly disagreed with the statement before or after the lecture.
A paired samples t-test was conducted to determine if changes in beliefs about benefits
outweighing barriers occurred after the lecture intervention. The t-test revealed there was no
significant difference between before the lecture intervention (Pre-13 M = 3.10, SD = .85)
compared to after attending the lecture intervention Post-13 (M = 3.30, SD = .98).
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I understand the benefits and barriers of L2 students using Google Translate. Most
interesting were participants’ beliefs regarding understanding the benefits and limitations of
Google Translate. Fifty percent of participants indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement before the lecture, which increased to 100% after the lecture intervention.
A dependent samples t-test was conducted to analyze participants’ understanding of the
benefits and limitations of Google Translate. There was a significant difference in the scores for
pre-test (Pre-13 M = 3.40, SD = .68) and post-test (Post-13 M = 4.35, SD = .49) conditions (t(19)
= 4.79, p < .000, d = 1.6). These results suggest that participants’ understanding of the benefits
and limitations of Google Translate increased after attending the lecture intervention, as shown
in Table 9.
Table 9
Research Question 3: Barriers and Benefits (N = 20)
Survey Items

Survey
Version

3

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

n (%)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

SD

M

I believe the
benefits of using
OMT in the
classroom
outweigh the
barriers.

Pre-I
Post-I3

0 (0%)
0 (0%)

5 (25%)
5 (25%)

9 (45%)
6 (30%)

5 (25%)
7 (35%)

1 (5%)
2 (10%)

.85
.98

3.10
3.30

I understand the
benefits and
barriers of L2
students using
Google Translate

Pre-I3
Post-I3

0 (0%)
0 (0%)

2 (10%)
0 (0%)

8 (40%)
0 (0%)

6 (30%)
13 (65%)

1 (5%)
7 (35%)

.68
.49

3.40
4.35

Interview responses to benefits and barriers. This research question looked at benefits,
barriers, and participant concerns. The following comments related to benefits were made by the
interview participants:
Faustine: I don’t know yet. I’m trying to, with my translation class, I am trying to find
more use of the online translator, so I don’t know, maybe if they [meaning OMT] start
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improving we’ll have better things to use them. I think they can improve; they can’t go
backwards.
Emily: Well, especially outside of the classroom . . . I think that actually just opens up
the language learning door in some ways . . . if I decide to allow them to use it I think I
might show them how it works, but I wouldn’t, you know, have that as something that I
used as a tool within the four walls in the classroom,
Natalie: [I use it for] things that are relevant to my research so I use it that way and in
terms of my research I work on . . . In terms of training your students for translation, it is
a really good thing; most of our students want to go into teaching so for now, I am kind
of monitoring the situation.
Jon: This may be their last contact if you are in Spanish 101, this maybe their last
contact with it but someday they may hopefully will [sic] want to travel and it actually
might be a really viable way to communicate . . . I see greater benefit of doing side-byside kind of trying a translation activity.
The following limitations, which ranged from limitations related to the software to
perceptions by other instructors and fear online machine translators may negatively impact
teachers’ future relevance, were noted:
Faustine: Well, again, the pronunciation on the app is very useful, I think, and because I
was having prejudice about online translator, I never tried them.
Emily: Actually, I think the bigger barrier is fear because as, especially as a graduate
student, I am afraid that I won’t be needed anymore.
Natalie: It’s kind of crazy now that I think about it, you can’t say translate from casual
English to casual French.
Jon: I guess it would be perception of others of other language teachers in the classroom
I think I am making sure students know that know what's appropriate and being sure they
are not just becoming a good user of the tool, but you know are developing language
skills, but beyond that sort of selling it to a supervisor or a dean
Finally, the following concerns were articulated by the participants, which varied from
the concern students are not engaging with the language and are using the tool poorly to the
potential implications of Google Translate having access to massive data through the application:
Faustine: That they rely on too much and they don’t learn. They stick to their language
and just use what the online translator is giving them, but they don’t really check it.
Emily: Basically, just the compositions, I think. I guess I am sort of torn on it; I know
they are using it, I catch them using, or using whatever, it may not be Google Translate,
but using it poorly.
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Natalie: The number one thing is just that they are not looking at the original at all.
Jon: Uh, I guess there is a larger conversation, of interest to humanists especially, which
is about data and big data and what you know Google is the owner of everything, so sort
of what are the impacts on . . . so that was one thing.
Emergent Themes
The following four main themes and subthemes regarding OMT emerged after examining
the interview responses of participants:
(1)!past instructor use of OMT,
(2)!language learning aids (subtheme: student discomfort learning a language),
(3)!prohibitive policies (subthemes: conversations with colleagues and conversations
with students),
(4)!future interactions with OMT (subthemes: training, concerns moving forward, student
and software limitations, learning beyond the classroom, and additional questions).
Past instructor interactions with OMT. The first emergent theme was instructors’
interactions with Google Translate, in which participants talked about the ways in which they
had used the tool in the past.
Faustine: Because I was having prejudice about online translator, I never tried them. So,
I did when I was in high school, but they were really bad in that time so I stopped using
them radically.
Emily: I have never used, well, specifically Google Translate, I think the last time I used
an online translator was like when I was learning French, maybe, in high school, like
early college, and it was Babel Fish and it was terrible, absolutely useless.
I’m really intrigued by it because I don’t, I didn’t learn French classically, I didn’t learn
it in the classroom, and so when I was then put back into the classroom, my reaction was
just to be like I can’t do this, like, this is far too hard, nothing makes sense, I’m going to
use a translator and hope I don’t get caught and I think for someone’s who has gone on,
I’m about to be ABD, like, that’s not the usual sentiment to have had. Most people were,
you know, on cloud nine; they loved the grammar, they loved the language. They learned
it, you know, in a very rigorous way and, so, I think that I have a slightly different
perception of the ways in which we can learn language, uh, and I wish that . . . I was
going to do it anyway, so I wish almost, that I had had the tools, to figure out how to do
that.
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Natalie: There was probably ten different websites when I was in college and it seems like
they have all disappeared, no one uses them anymore, and mean they are still there, like
Babel Fish.
The role of language learning aids. A second theme was online machine translators as
an aid among many other tools, which are useful for students when learning a language.
Participants mentioned Wordreference, dictionaries (paper and online) and Linguee.
Faustine: Wordreference, I very encourage them to use it because of the lists and every
example it gives. It is kind of very rich, and dictionaries.
I told them on the first day, dictionaries don’t bite, you can open one, but I don’t think
they do.
Natalie: I always tell them to use Wordreference
For a while I was bringing a dictionary, a paper dictionary to class and also clearly they
have vocabulary lists at the back of the book in the French textbook and we also give
them, what we call, readers and they have all the grammar and exercises and they have
vocab lists for each reading
I allow them to use any kind of online dictionary If they are using Google Translate as a
dictionary, I let them do that, it’s, you know, I would say, 90% of them start using Word
reference when I tell them.
Jon: There’s actually this other website that I use that I think has a similar statistical
analysis as Google Translate called Linguee, you may have heard of it before.
Student Discomfort learning a language. There appeared to be a link between the role
of language learning aids and students discomfort with language learning. This discomfort may
prompt students to use, and overuse, language-learning aids, including online machine
translators, as articulated by Natalie and Emily,
Natalie: My main concern is that they are not even thinking about you know how much
French they already know and that is the main thing we are trying to do and the
intermediate level trying to show them that they already know this stuff so just that kind
of self-handicapping where the student thinks they don’t know French and they don’t
actually interact with the material . . . .
Well, just that they think they need to understand every single word before they can
interact with it or you know try to summarize it or something, that is the big thing we try
to do in [the fourth-semester courses] is the students are constantly looking at a three
page text and they will look up every single word and, you know, we actually have to
explain to them they are going to forget the beginning of the text so I think the actual way
in which people think about the language is that you go word-by-word and then you get
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it, I think for some students it is perfectionism, they want to get everything out the text
before they answer questions.
A lot of Americans think about language because they haven’t, you know, spoken with
native speakers or done the whole jump right in approach and they have always just
studied vocabulary separately and grammar separately and then put it all together
studiously.
Emily: I cheated with translators when I was at school, I really did, and I just remember
just thinking to myself, like it’s too hard, and the only way I can get this done in a
reasonable amount of time is to cheat and I think had I kept myself just using the book I
probably would have learned more, but I think that had I been a different type of student
maybe that would have really benefitted me.
Prohibitive policies. A third theme of prohibitive policies was mentioned during the
interviews. In fact, each participant spoke directly about OMT being prohibited by their
institution at several points throughout the interviews. These prohibitive policies may cause
negative consequences. Instructors may feel uncomfortable discussing OMT with students or
even highlighting cheating (in which they believe OMT has been used by students) because they
do not fully understand know the tool works and therefore do they feel confident identifying
when it is used or discussing it with their students.
Faustine: In our department it is forbidden so I have to follow the rules.
I can’t say they cheated, so I’m just, we didn’t learn this so where can you find it and
usually they can’t explain it.
Natalie: Uh, well, so, we have a policy that you can’t, uh, so, it is completely banned.
Jon: We have an honor code supplement that we have to sign as part of department
regulations, let me pull it up, it says, I will not in my written assignments I will not use
any computer software that compromises my learning process this includes grammar
checking devices and translation programs. I understand that spell check in Spanish is
permitted, however. Whatever that means.
Emily: I have never taken anyone to, you know, the ends of the line with accusing them
of plagiarizing or anything, but I have given zeros on compositions or what have you to
students that I feel are, are using it to cheat.
Jon went on to articulate the reason, he believed, there is a disconnect between the institutional
policies and what is happening in the classroom,
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Jon: I think that one thing that happens at [name of institution removed], and what
happens a lot, is that our faculty members don't have contact with the language program
at all, it's the senior lecturers and the graduate assistants who are the language program.
Conversations with colleagues. One of the repercussions of a prohibitive policy was the
inhibition of conversations with colleagues. Faustine, a native French speaker and GA, was
asked a follow up question about not being able to integrate OMT,
“Is this anything you ever discuss this with other graduate assistants, colleagues, at
faculty meetings?”
Faustine: No.
“Never?”
Faustine: Never.
Conversations with students. The way in which the participants talked to their students
was ultimately affected by the prohibitive policies. Most participants did not talk to students
about how they should use Google Translate, with the exception of Jon, who enthusiastically
talked about the ways in which he had started to talk to his students about the tool, despite the
prohibitive policies.
Natalie: It seems like every single student has just Google Translate uh so that I mean, is
something, even ask them, but then the fact we ban it, I can’t really ask them.
Jon: I tell my students that Google Translate is a good source of dictionary and stuff so
for phrases like because of the way you can click on the words and uh and it shows you
several different translations and you can switch languages and go back and make sure
that you have actually chosen the, like, the right word. I showed them how to find the
relative frequency of translation in Google Translate by highlighting the word in the text
box above.
However, Jon acknowledged
We are encouraged to tell uh students or discourage them from using it by saying we can
tell, and every time I did it I thought, I am not really sure, kind of absurd.
Instructors are also inhibited in the ways in which they talk to their students when they appear to
have used OMT for an assignment.
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Natalie: You know, usually I am pretty nice the first time, and I say, you know, Google
Translate is not really a dictionary, and now that I have looked at it I think that is not the
best way to put it . . . . you know that I think it is more important even with Google
Translate being banned, if I do catch one of the students using it, instead of saying stop it,
to say, here is what you should be doing
Future Interactions with OMT. The participants talked about diverse way in which
they might use Google Translate in the future,
Faustine: I thought that students were only using it to make it more simple, but I think as
teacher we can use it differently if we can show them how to do it . . . I think there are
always things to learn, so yeah, why not, but I don’t have any specific ideas, just how to
use them, or what to do with them.
Natalie: Uh, I think that you know, it’s really important to try and teach ways to use it,
but currently I am not allowed to.
For teaching a translation class or something like that or a professional seminar…
certainly if you are going to a career where you are going to have to do any kind of
writing in French, knowing the quality of what Google Translate puts out I think is really
important because you may be asked to work with it and certainly you could find ways to
work more quickly.
For Emily, when she anticipated future use of OMT, her concern extended as far as her future
relevance as a translator,
Emily: I am afraid that I won’t be needed anymore . . . I recognize that is ridiculous and
progress is going to happen, so I think that, you know, at that point it’s a matter of
figuring out, you know, how can this can be a benefit.
Training. One of the subthemes that emerged was the need and desire to learn more
about OMT and receive more training,
Natalie: Well, thanks, I mean the whole, it’s good to focus on these kinds of things
because it something that’s you know every teacher is a little bit concerned about,
running in the background, but as a teacher you never have the time to focus on one
issue, and I think this is you know uh seems like it is especially an issue in college
Jon: I mean, but you know we do have kind of the presentations you gave as part of the
[lecture series], we do have a lot of those throughout the years and when we have a lot of
lecturers attending from different language programs around campus and I'm talking
about basic Tumblr what else whatever else is sort of new in the world of technology and
they are really receptive to it so it is kind of, you know, lecturers might be a good target
audience.
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Emily: I have been thinking to talking to the other [elementary] level instructors, and
seeing if we can figure out sort of a cohesive way to introduce it . . . ‘cause the thing is
they are using it.
All the participants remarked about the ways in which the lecture had prompted them to
rethink the tool and interact with it, with the exception of Natalie who already used it extensively
outside of the classroom.
Faustine: I just started to go back on [online machine translators], back on them right
now.
With my translation class, I am trying to find more use of the online translator.
Emily: So, [long pause] I mean, I think your presentation was, like, extremely useful,
especially, you know, especially considering the fact that I’ve now used it twice and I had
never used it. So, that, just that alone has just sparked my interest, why, you know, why is
this now, you know, available to me and it wasn’t before and should I make this then
available to my students, when it wasn’t before.
Natalie: I, so, I actually after the, after the talk I went and downloaded Google Translate
as an app and downloaded at Wordreference and starting looking at both… I kind of use
my laptop for everything and I was just sort of you know uh ignorant about the, I know
they use their phones, but you know, it isn’t like they are all going to start bringing them
to class and I guess I was kind of keeping that in the back of my head, if I just keep asking
them to bring in their laptop or tablets it will just happen, but noticing the proportion of
phones is going up and up and up so uh you know I definitely makes me want to play with
the Google Translate app.
I use Google Translate a lot for things that are in languages that are not in the Roman
alphabet so on Facebook or something I’ll have Korean friends or Israeli and are posting
things in Hebrew. . . . . So, I use it a lot for like I said I have that posts in Korean, I am
friends with a lot of language teachers and like my Twitter feed is like 28 languages so
definitely that and you know I see I have a lot of colleagues who are in Israel and will
post things that are relevant to my research so I use it that way and in terms of my
research I work on, I do a lot of stuff with big data projects and academies and so, you
know they’ll have information about uh Russian academies or in China or something like
that and I have to be able to look at the page closely enough to be able to tell if I should
send it to a colleague, you know and I can’t read Russian so I use it for that, right, to do
first pass and see if this is a list of names, does this have dates on it, are these dates
related to the academy and then send it to someone who actually knows Russian.
Concerns moving forward. When imagining future use, participants were still conflicted
about how to imagine utilizing the tool in the future,
Natalie: Students that struggle more they get caught more, but if you don’t catch them,
they literally leave the test blank. At the intermediate level they have to write
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compositions, any time we have a student who is over relying on GT in class, not just at
home, if they get you know, three sentences uh, that’s a really amazing performance for a
composition, and that usually means they fail the class.
Emily: If I decide to allow them to use it I think I might I think I might show them how it
works, but I wouldn’t, you know, have that as something that I used as a tool within the
four walls in the classroom, I think I would proffer it to them as a support system that
they might be, that they might be using and honestly, you know, our compositions at this
point are so short just because it’s so difficult for them so I wonder if we were allowing
them to do something like Google Translate if we could require a composition that was
twice as long, for example, so that might, you know, that might change things.
Because of that thing when they are getting things that they do recognize I think they’re
capable more of changing that sentence when they know it’s wrong or like tinkering with
it so I can’t tell, which is both bad because then I can’t tell if they are using it, but it’s
good because there is some sort of engagement with the language going on.
I think that it can be a really useful tool, but I wonder, you know, it is sort of trusting
them to use it wisely that I am not sure about, and you know they’re as with anything
there is going to be people that use it to further their language skills and then there are
going to people who just use it to type a composition in English, get the result, give it to
me, and that I don’t think will, you know, help them to learn.
Faustine: That they rely on too much and they don’t learn . . . They stick to their
language and just use online translator is giving them, but they don’t really check it.
Jon: The concern would be that they become really good at editing but maybe not at
studying the sentence as a whole maybe they would get into a situation where they had a
little bit less firm grasp on the syntax, if they were editing more than, you know, really
composing uh but I think that I might mitigate that by having them do more in class
compositions uh where they are under either a time constraint or they have to write it by
hand uh to kind of show that they know how to do all the skills.
Student and software limitations. Participants also discussed limitations, which affected
how they spoke to students, which for Natalie and Faustine were the limitations of the software,
Natalie: currently I would say most of my students know better French than Google
Translate does.
Those are the main things that Google Translate can’t do, again I am optimistic about
technology, and I think in five years from now it will do those things a lot better, but for
the next two years, it is not really that good.
Google Translate that does the YouTube subtitles? . . . because those are abysmal. . . like
proper names and stuff . . . it’s just—I don’t even think that they get one word out of 10
correct when people are singing.
Faustine: . . . because you don’t have the context of it.
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For Jon, his concerns were around the limited the way in which students used not only OMT, but
also other technology tools in the classroom.
Jon: I think back to the word processors is a really good example, we have students that
don't use word processors correctly and don't use spell check and that is frustrating as
all get out, so with that technology you know, the least you can do is spell check.
Learning beyond the classroom. When participants imaged the tool, several spoke about
ways, outside of the classroom, in which Google Translate can be used.
Jon: So, this likely represents their last contact with formal language instruction. I see my
role as language instructor as a guide, helping students find the tools and resources that
they will want to continue to engage with after the class is done for example, foreign
language movies, blogs, podcasts.
It actually might be a really viable way to communicate uh my brother-in-law recently
met a Chilean woman after dating each other for a week, he went for a month long trip to
Chile to live with her they communicated principally through Google Translate it was
pretty cool . . . . that if people know how to use it better uh that maybe they'll be more
empowered to keep going with the language and even go into other languages and be
more effective communicators.
Emily: Well, especially outside of the classroom, but looking at a chunk of text in another
language, your immediate reaction is to say, like, there is no. . . I mean, I know I don’t
speak this language therefore I cannot understand this text point blank that’s the end of
the story, and what Google Translate does is it lets you say to yourself, but with a little
help I can understand it and I think that actually just opens up the language learning
door in some ways because when I did that the other day, I said to myself, it would be
cool to know how to say just a few things, or I do recognize that word, I do recognize that
word, oh, yeah! I do remember that. I don’t know, I thought that was kind of neat.
And so, right, why in the world stop, you know, yeah, I think what you are doing is
brilliant. I am super interested, I will be really interested to see what you can do with it,
uh, and with high schools as well, you know, because those are the kids that, I mean,
they’re not going to, for the most part you might have, like, one kid in every class that
maybe then takes it in college and that’s it, you know, especially in small schools like my
friend teaches in [name of town removed and it is just a little teeny tiny Hicksville and
she loves her kids, but, by gosh they’re not going to speak French, they’re not going to
speak French. So, what ways can we give them future access to the language and I think
that the translator is the answer to that, so, that’s, you know, that's interesting, that’s
really interesting, I think, giving students tools that [unintelligible] from their tiny little
[name of town removed]-sized box, that’s something, but yeah, keep us posted.
Additional questions. There was only one participant who did not want to know
anything else about OMT, Faustine. The other participants were interested in learning more
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about the tool. Jon went as far as to send an email the day after the interview with further
questions.
Emily: So, I guess, I don’t know, I think you should come up with a way, to like, like a
guideline system almost, that’s what I feel like I need, I need a way to explain to them,
doing this this and this you are totally good, doing this, you are blowing it.
I guess I would just be really interested in to hear what other teachers and professors are
doing in, you know, how they are able to integrate it, or not integrate it, or whatever is
going on because, you know, I think that policies are slow to change, and so also we’re
all so busy that, you know, sitting around and marinating on the ways in which I can
integrate a new tool in my classroom it sounds like a great thing, but on the other hand, I
think I’ll just keep putting it off and saying, like, I’ll deal with that later.
Jon [via email]: How do different OMT services compare? Are there different OMT
services that use different corpuses in their statistical compilation of human translation?
Natalie: What are the other forms of machine translation that the students actually use?
Conclusion
This research sought to investigate teachers’ perceptions and attitudes of OMT in the L2
classroom. It investigated the confidence, inclination to use, as well as concerns. Through the
pre and post intervention surveys, changes in perceptions, attitudes, confidence, and inclination
to use were measured. The findings showed, as result of attending the instructional intervention,
there were positive increases in the following areas: understanding how OMT works as well as
the benefits and limitations of Google Translate; greater confidence to integrate and explain
OMT; and increased inclination to use and assess student use of OMT. Data collected through
the interview protocol found four main emergent themes related to past instructor interactions
with OMT, the role of language learning aids, prohibitive policies, and future use of OMT,
which expound the statistical data.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
The purpose of this research was to investigate L2 instructors’ perceptions and attitudes
towards student use of OMT in their L2 classroom before and after attending the lecture
intervention. It also included a study of their confidence and inclination to use OMT as well as
what concerns existed regarding Google Translate that impeded or facilitated its use in the L2
classroom. Through the analysis of data, differences in the pre- and post-lecture intervention
data were observed. These differences and emergent themes were reported in Chapter 4. The
objective of this chapter is to interpret these findings and situate them within the literature. The
interpretation of the findings is presented first, followed by limitations of the study,
recommendations for future research, and implications.
Interpretation of the Findings
The findings of this study contribute to the existing body of literature in three important
ways. First, the findings align with the current literature that examines teacher perceptions and
attitudes towards OMT, including their perceptions of the benefits and barriers of technology
integration. Second, the findings support the need to reexamine and reframe institutional
policies and procedures that currently prohibit the integration of OMT. Finally, the findings
validate continued conversations among L2 faculty as well as professional development for
faculty and training for students in regards to pedagogically sound practices for using of OMT in
the L2 classroom.
Research Question 1: Instructor perceptions. Examination of perceptions was done
with the following information in mind: First, 80% of instructors reported use of OMT for their
own personal, non-academic, purposes. As Natalie recounted, she used Google Translate
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frequently for both academic purposes (in order to understand research written in a language
other than French or English) and to understand her Twitter feed and Facebook posts (consisting
of tweets and posts by speakers of other languages, specifically Hebrew and Korean). There
seems to be a disconnect between how, in the case of Natalie, she used it and how she allowed
her students to use it. She dismissed its use for students because the technology was not good
enough, yet found multiple ways in which to use it herself, for academic and non-academic
purposes.
When looking specifically at changes in perceptions, there was not a significant change in
the belief that students used OMT. However, there was a directional increase in participants who
indicated they believed students used OMT: specifically, 14 participants agreed or strongly
agreed students used OMT on the pre-test, which increased to 19 on the post-test. There were
two differing views about student use expressed by instructors: The first view, as articulated by
Natalie, was to direct her students to use alternative tools, in her case Wordreference. After
which, Natalie insisted 90% of her students followed her directive and only used Wordreference.
The literature clearly demonstrates this not to be the case (Clifford et al., 2013; Jolley &
Maimone, 2015). The second, as Jon, Faustine, and Emily verbalized in their interviews, was to
remain ‘unaware’; they all believed their students use OMT, but also could not be sure when
students were in fact using it.
When it came to whether instructors thought OMT was a useful tool for students and
whether students’ use of OMT constituted cheating, the paired sample t-tests revealed no
significant change. Examining the pre- and post-test means, the pre- and post-responses were
within the neither agree nor disagree range of responses. When we situate these data within the
literature, these results reflect relevant findings. Specifically, the literature showed instructors
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are unsure whether the tool is useful or whether its use is considered cheating (Clifford et al.,
2013; Jolley & Maimone, 2015; White & Heidrich, 2013). Looking at Jolley and Maimone’s
2015 study involving 41 faculty, their research revealed “the percentage of instructors indicating
that students see nothing unethical or inappropriate about [OMT] tool use (74.36%) was
substantially higher than the percentage of students who expressed that view (12.50%)” (p. 197).
There is a notable difference in perceptions between students’ reported views on the ethicalness
of using OMT and instructors’ perceptions of students’ views of the ethicalness of using OMT.
The disparate perceptions might be explained by the institutional policies that prohibit the use of
OMT.
Perceptions and prohibition. All participants who were interviewed in the current study
mentioned at some point their institution’s policies regarding OMT. Each institution had explicit
policies that prohibited its use. These widespread prohibitive policies are reflected in the
literature (Clifford et al., 2013; Correa, 2011; Somers et al., 2006; Steding, 2009).
Perceptions and student conversations. It is almost impossible for instructors to get an
accurate idea of how many students use OMT as well as how well (and conversely how poorly)
they use it, due to the prohibitive policies. As Natalie articulated,
It seems like every single student [only uses] Google Translate so that is something, even
[I would like] to ask them [about], but then the fact we ban it, I can’t really ask them.
Jon echoed this statement,
We are encouraged to tell students or discourage them from using it by saying we can
tell, and every time I did it I thought, I am not really sure, kind of absurd.
This lack of dialogue between student and instructor perhaps contributes to how students use
OMT and how instructors perceive student use as viewed in the literature. In Jolley and
Maimone’s (2015) study, only 38% of 139 students surveyed thought instructors would be
interested in encouraging effective and appropriate ways to use OMT, compared to 69% of 41
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instructors who indicated they were interested in teaching effective and appropriate ways to use
OMT. These same data were presented in the intervention and Natalie expressed concern about
these findings. She was worried that students thought instructors were uninterested in teaching
their students ways in which to use OMT, which Natalie perceived as students thinking their
teachers were anti-technology.
Perceptions and software capabilities. There were two distinct perceptions of Google
Translate’s translation software capabilities: one in which the software was thought by the
interview participants not yet good enough, as stated by Faustine and Natalie, and a view
supported by the literature (Harris, 2010); and one in which the software was thought by the
interview participants to be too good, as in the case of Emily, who went as far as to wonder
whether the prevalence and continued improvements made to translation software would impact
on her future career in translation. Even Natalie, who still held a very negative view of the
current state of the software, anticipated, like Emily and Faustine, the software would keep
getting better. In fact, during the time in which I was conducting this research, Google Translate
announced the introduction of 13 less widely spoken languages to its database (Google, 2016).
Although the research posits ways in which students can engage with imperfect translation
(Niño, 2009), imperfect translation appeared to be a barrier to use most clearly by Natalie and
perhaps also Faustine. While the other two interview participants did not appear to be as
concerned by the less than perfect translation system of Google Translate. The lecture didn’t
specifically mention ways in which to engage with imperfect translation, beyond using the
correction tool, and may be a point to include in future interventions.
Research Question 2: Faculty confidence to use. Of all the survey items, the response
to the statement, “I understand how Google Translate works” elicited the strongest response as
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well as the largest statistically significant increase (p = 0.002, d = 0.7). It is perhaps logical to
think if we know how something works, we feel more confident when using it. The interview
participants articulated this feeling, all of whom stated they felt more confident after the lecture
intervention. These statements were also supported by the paired samples t-test data when
examining confidence to use and to integrate. Despite the confidence in knowing how it works,
the questions about in particular, why there were so much archaic translations or less commonly
used translations, as articulated by Jon, Faustine, and Natalie, perhaps demonstrates participants
did not fully understand the intricacies of the software, which considering the condensed nature
of the lecture, is not surprising. Another question was whether participants’ knowledge was
influenced by students’ poor use of OMT, as well as what they have heard from colleagues and
what they have seen and heard from the Internet. Natalie remarked,
Google Translate that does the YouTube subtitles? . . . because those are abysmal . . . like
proper names and stuff . . . it’s just—I don’t even think that they get one word out of ten
correct when people are singing.
In order to understand the statistical process of OMT, and in particular Google Translate,
it is important to understand the different processes by which a person singing is translated. The
process of detecting the words of a person singing is very complex, and also very different from
recognizing spoken speech patterns. Next, the language is translated from L1 to L2 using a
database, which is not comprised of song lyrics. These processes are very complex. However, as
Natalie remarked, currently I would say most of my students know better French than Google
Translate does. While Google Translate is not perfect (Groves & Mundt, 2015), there are
additional factors that may confound the causes of statistical translation inaccuracies, mainly
user-produced errors, being produced by students who have not been taught to use the tool; and
user unfamiliarity of grammar and vocabulary, coming from students who are not familiar
enough with the language to recognize errors as reflected in the literature (Niño, 2009).
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Conversely, the awareness that students may learn to use it too well is also a concern, as stated
by Jon: the concern would be that they become really good at editing.
Research Question 2: Faculty inclination to use. Three of the four interview
participants recounted having downloaded Google Translate on their phones after the lecture to
play with it. The statistical data also showed significant positive increases in their inclination to
use OMT (p < .000, d = 1.6). However, the changes were small and might be better described as
showing less negative response, as pre-test means changed from mostly negative to mostly
neutral (neither agree nor disagree) post-test means. The complexity surrounding participants’
inclination to use Google Translate was observed in greater detail in the interviews. In the case
of Jon, he talked to his students about how Google Translate worked after attending the
intervention. He decided to demonstrate how the interface worked to analyze the translation
output and be able to choose between different options. He talked to his students knowing they
had all signed honor agreements, in which students agreed they would not use OMT in their
schoolwork. He did express concern for his students who might go into another language course
with an instructor who prohibited its use. He also wondered how he would sell it to a supervisor
or dean. In the case of Natalie, she maintained her view that currently Google Translate wasn’t
good enough to use as a tool, but as she described,
I mostly feel it is more important to come up with a positive description about what we
want to do with it . . . you know that I think it is more important even with Google
Translate being banned, if I do catch one of the students using it, instead of saying stop it,
to say, here is what you should be doing, right.
From these responses it may be surmised that how instructors plan to integrate and assess student
use of OMT may mean very different things to different instructors: using it as a writing tool in
the classroom (Jon), only using specific features of Google Translate, like voice recognition,
(Faustine), using it specifically outside of the classroom (Emily), or explaining why Google
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Translate is not the best tool to use for written assignments (Natalie). These divergent views of
how this tool can be used are also reflected in the literature, whether engaging with bad OMT
translations to illustrate the complexity of language (Niño, 2009) or utilizing OMT as a tool to
aid L2 writing (O'Neill, 2012; White & Heidrich, 2013).
Williams (2006) expressed the purpose of these tools very well; it does not matter exactly
how students engage OMT as long as they reflect on it and develop critical perspectives of the
tool and their role in learning, which includes not only Google Translate, but other tools such as
WordReference, Linguee, and online dictionaries. This purpose of critical reflection is also
explicitly stated in The National Standards Collaborative Board (2015) World-Readiness
Standards for Learning Languages, which states on the ACTFL website, “Students demonstrate
understanding of the nature of language through comparisons of the language studied and their
own” (n.p.). However, these inaccuracies or errors of Google Translate, for some, constituted a
barrier to use, rather than a benefit.
Research Question 3: Instructor perceptions of barriers and benefits. Recent
literature describes several benefits and barriers to integration of OMT. The participants in this
study also recognized many of the same benefits and barriers. When looking at whether the
benefits of using OMT outweighed the barriers, there was no significant change in the statistical
analysis of the data. Overall, participants were firmly in the neither agree nor disagree category.
This is understandable due to the lack of conversations surrounding this tool, the prohibitive
policies within which the participants are working, and the lecture intervention’s brevity.
Nonetheless, when it came to understanding the benefits and barriers, there was significant
change in the statistical responses, suggesting participants went from having neutral perceptions
to agreeing they understood the benefits and barriers. Even with those changes, it is unrealistic
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to surmise a 50-minute lecture is going to give L2 instructors all the tools and information they
need to evaluate well these benefits and barriers in order to integrate OMT use into their
classrooms.
Barriers. The main barriers were the policies that prohibit the use of OMT in the L2
classroom, which all participants mentioned and which reduced the inclination to use. The
literature suggests there is a widespread negative treatment of OMT, by numerous illustrations of
ways to prevent and detect OMT in the L2 classroom (Correa, 2014; Fountain & Fountain, 2009;
Steding, 2009). Even so, as noted previously, three interview participants reported immediately
downloading the software to view how it functioned, one participant used it twice for her own
personal use, and one participant started talking to his students about ways in which to use it. In
the literature that looked at perceptions and attitudes, prohibition was a barrier to conversations
about the tool, and experts insisted further investigation of the tool suggested first the removal of
the prohibition of OMT (Clifford et al., 2013; Jolley & Maimone, 2015; White & Heidrich,
2013). When looking again at the disconnect between instructors’ and students’ perceptions, the
Jolley and Maimone study (2015) reported this:
Instructors also overestimated the degree to which students view MT output as reliable,
with 76.92% of respondents indicating students consider [free online machine translation]
FOMT output to be accurate and reliable, compared to a combined 65.62% of students
who deem it somewhat reliable (57.81%) or reliable (just 7.81%). (p. 196)
Although these data were included in the intervention to show students use OMT more mindfully
than instructors might have previously thought. Concern about over-reliance on OMT by
students, without critical analysis, was expressed by all the interviewees; they were worried
students, when they use Google Translate, did not engage with the language at all. This concern
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was amplified by the acknowledgement that as teachers they might not know when students are
using OMT because they become good at editing, as expressed by Jon and Emily in their
interviews, which is supported by O’Neill’s (2013) findings. Although Natalie was convinced
that 90% of students stopped using the tool when requested to do so and that those who over-rely
on the tool ultimately fail the course because they cannot write without it, the literature
overwhelmingly shows students persist in using OMT even when explicitly told not to (Clifford
et al., 2013; Correa, 2011; García & Pena, 2011; Luton, 2003; Niño, 2009; O’Neill, 2012;
Williams, 2006). Instructors’ fear of over-reliance on OMT and disengagement from the
language is echoed in literature (Correa, 2014; Harris, 2010; Jolley & Maimone, 2015;
McCarthy, 2004).
Previous experience with the tool created negative perceptions and barriers to use, as
expressed by Natalie, Faustine, and Emily. They had all used OMT at some point in their own
educational experiences, but had found the tool wanting and stopped using it. Emily’s recount of
her earlier experiences with OMT illustrates the dichotomy in which users find themselves,
persisting in using the tool and believing that it is imperfect or inadequate:
I’m really intrigued by it because I don’t, I didn’t learn French classically, I didn’t learn
it in the classroom, and so when I was then put back into the classroom, my reaction was
just to be like I can’t do this, like, this is far too hard, nothing makes sense, I’m going to
use a translator and hope I don’t get caught and I think for someone’s who has gone on,
I’m about to be ABD, like, that’s not the usual sentiment to have had. Most people were,
you know, on cloud nine; they loved the grammar, they loved the language. They learned
it, you know, in a very rigorous way and, so, I think that I have a slightly different
perception of the ways in which we can learn language, and I wish that . . . I was doing to
do it anyway, so I wish almost, that I had had the tools, to figure out how to do that.
As the literature shows, her perception is not uncommon (Clifford, et al., 2013; Jolley &
Maimone, 2015; White & Heidrich, 2013). Students use the tool for a variety of reasons, some
knowing the limitations of the tool, and not all because they are ambivalent to learning a
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language, as it may be assumed. Emily also articulated the wish she had had more guidance,
perhaps, to be able to use the tool well. However, as is still the case, with the pervasiveness of
prohibitive policies, students are still not able to engage in conversations with their instructors
about how to use the tool well, unless like Jon, it is done in defiance of the existing policies.
Benefits. The most interesting benefits, as articulated by Emily and Jon, were the uses of
OMT beyond the classroom setting. Both interviewees discussed the ways in which OMT can
enable students to engage with language outside of the classroom. Jon recounted how his brother
found a Spanish-speaking girlfriend and used the tool as their way of communicating, and Emily
recounted the experience of a friend teaching in a small town, with few opportunities for students
to practice the language. Both their examples show how OMT can encourage use beyond the
classroom. ACFTL guidelines also support training students to use “digital technology,
communication tools and/or networks appropriately to access, manage, integrate, evaluate, and
create information in order to function in a knowledge economy” (ACTFL & P21, 2011, p. 14).
According to the most recent MLA survey of 1,562,179 students, only one out of five students
will study a language beyond the first two years (Goldberg et al., 2015). Google Translate might
provide students the tool they need to engage with other languages beyond the classroom.
During the lecture, I recounted my own struggles learning a language and explained how I
believed training students to use this tool encourages them to use it to engage with foreign
language speakers beyond the classroom as well as to provide them with an aid in, what is for
many, the challenging endeavor of becoming a second language speaker.
Limitations of the Study
This study represents a pebble in the ocean in the topic of L2 instructor perspectives and
treatment of OMT in the L2 classroom. There are several limitations that must be noted:
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•! Although some differences between groups were noted, there was no statistical
significance in responses for four of the eight items. The lack of statistical significance
can likely be attributed to the small sample size.
•! The participants did not represent a variety of roles within L2 teaching; the majority of
participants were GAs who tend to have less control over curriculum, policies, and
procedures than full-time and tenured faculty.
•! The use of the words “integrate” and “assess” were likely understood and interpreted
differently by participants, in that responses of instructors who intended to integrate and
assess in a positive manner and responses of instructors who intended to integrate and
assess OMT in a prevent and detect manner were not differentiated in the Pre-I3 and PostI3 surveys; this may have confounded the results relating to inclination to use OMT.
Delimitations
The focus of the study was instructor perceptions; therefore, this study did not investigate
whether or not instructors changed they treat OMT in their L2 classrooms, but rather how they
thought they might change the way in which they treated OMT in future L2 courses. Also, the
sampling was not randomized; purposeful sampling was employed. The interventions were done
in person at two institutions instead of online at four institutions as originally planned, which
reduced the number of potential participants.
Recommendations for Further Research
There is a need for training in OMT, for both faculty and students, and cohesive policies
that enable conversations, training, and exploration of sound pedagogical practices to be
formulated around the uses of this tool. As stated by Emily,
I think you should come up with a way, to like, like a guideline system almost, that’s what
I feel like I need, I need a way to explain to them, doing this this and this you are totally
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good; doing this, you are blowing it . . . . I’d be interested to know like what other people
are, what other people are getting back with you with, like how they managed to
integrate it?
First, longitudinal studies and case studies are needed to look at the practical ways OMT can be
effectively integrated in to a L2 classroom. Second, deans and supervisors of L2 programs need
to be convinced and policies need to change. Third, the conversations need to change from if
and why we integrate OMT to how and when we integrate OMT.
Implications
The implications of this research are important to L2 program deans and language
coordinators, L2 teachers, L2 students as well as instructional designers interested in creating
similar interventions.
L2 program deans and language coordinators. Policies need to change to allow the
use of OMT within the L2 classrooms, or at least to allow instructors to formulate their own
policies that fit their teaching philosophies and their students’ needs. As previously mentioned,
the number of students choosing to study a second language has dropped (Goldberg et al., 2015).
Learning a second language has to remain relevant and there must be tools with which students
can engage to further their skills, to give them confidence to engage outside of the classroom,
and to support students’ language acquisition. Without changes in policies and practices, ones
that allow instructors to integrate OMT and allow students and instructors to openly engage in
conversations about this tool, students will likely continue to use the tool in ways that do not
support critical reflection and positive engagement within the classroom.
L2 teachers. Teachers need to start having conversations about OMT with their students
to fully realize how students are using it and to get a clear idea how instructors can support
students in their language acquisition. Teachers also need to engage in conversations with
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program administrators encouraging them to re-examine prohibitive policies so they can start to
use the tool and train their students to use, not only OMT, but all the tools technology has to
offer language students. Moving beyond a prevent-and-detect approach is a positive step
towards reimagining how teachers can use technology to support language acquisition and
critical reflection of language.
L2 students. Students are already using online machine translators and, as the research
shows, they want to be able to use the tool well. They are looking for training and guidance
from their instructors, but are discouraged to do so due to the prohibitive policies currently in
place. However, the current piecemeal approach, in which only a minority of L2 teachers
currently integrate OMT and approve of its use, creates a confusing environment for students,
one in which they are unsure whether they are or are not allowed to use OMT for fear of
punishment. Learning a language is difficult; it requires continual practice, critical engagement
with the language, and support beyond the classroom. Without understanding how Google
Translate works, and without understanding how to use the tool well, students may struggle to
use the tool to engage with the language critically or to engage with the language outside the
classroom. With training by instructors who also feel confident using this tool, students could
engage with online machine translators, along with other technology tools, in order to understand
and produce language as well as engage with language speakers beyond the classroom.
Instructional designers. The low response rate to the online intervention reflects the
current way in which the topic of OMT is discussed, or more accurately not discussed, within L2
programs. While the online intervention is a good method for providing information about OMT
to those who are intrinsically motivated to learn more about topic as well as serve as a resource
for those who attend a lecture intervention, and those who are intrinsically motivated to learn
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more about topic, it is perhaps not the best format in which to provide training or information on
this topic. The lecture intervention gives participants the space to discuss the topic, request
feedback from the lecturer, and encounter different perspectives to their own. A synchronous
online intervention may also work well, if it allows the participants the opportunity to interact, if
not with other participants, but with the speaker to ask questions and make comments.
Conclusion
Through the analysis of data, differences in the participants’ responses on the survey and
interview instruments were observed. While some responses were not significant, significance
was observed around the following research questions: perceptions and understanding how OMT
works, confidence explaining and integrating OMT, and inclination to integrate and assess
student use of OMT. After the intervention, participants showed increased positivity in
perceptions, increased confidence explaining and integrating OMT, and greater inclination to
integrate and assess student use of OMT. However, the interviews also revealed polarized
perceptions of the limitations and benefits of OMT as well as how to treat and integrate OMT.
These differences might be attributed, in large part, to the prohibitive policies of the institutions
in which participants teach, which inhibits participants’ conversations with their students, with
their colleagues and with their ability to view OMT positively. While past instructor interactions
with the tool appeared to continue to influence their perceptions to a certain degree, the main
concerns for instructors lay in the future; instructors remained uncertain of how and when to
integrate OMT and of its role in the L2 classroom.
The findings of this study contribute to the existing body of literature in three significant
ways: First, the findings reflect the current literature that examines teacher perceptions and
attitudes towards OMT, including their perceptions of the benefits and barriers of technology
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integration; second, the findings support the literature on the need for language programs to
rethink students’ use of OMT; and third, the findings demonstrate the need and desire of
language instructors to access OMT training to be able to effectively integrate and assess student
use of OMT. The implications of this research are important to second language department
administrators, supervisors, instructors, and students.
Like the calculator and word processor in math and English classrooms, Google Translate
will not become an accepted aid overnight, nor, it seems, over the next months or even perhaps
years. Policies are slow to change in academia, and until the conversations get more frequent,
changes regarding perceptions and use of OMT will not happen. Meanwhile, students will
continue to use OMT as an aid alongside other tools. As prevention and detection continues to
be an ineffective method of controlling and dissuading student use, it is my belief, based on the
results of this investigation and in consideration of the literature, that language program
administrators and instructors should reassess their stance towards OMT, and ultimately move
towards an integrate-and-instruct approach, one that augments student learning and language
acquisition.
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A quick-witted paramedic might just have been the first person to deliver a baby using Google Translate.
Gerry McCann and his colleague Shane Mulcahy were driving a female patient to Cork University Hospital in Ireland when she
went into labour.
The pair were struggling to communicate with the woman, whose native language was Swahili, but it became clear that the baby
needed to be delivered then and there.
So they pulled over to the roadside and Gerry used Google Translate on his smart phone in order to translate Swahili into
English.
http://www.mirror.co.uk/news/technology-science/technology/quick-witted-paramedic-uses-google-translate-5149461

Created with Haiku Deck, presentation software that's simple, beautiful and fun.
By Claire Knowles

Created with Haiku Deck, presentation software that's simple, beautiful and fun.
By Claire Knowles
page 42 of 46

page 44 of 46

How do you solve a problem like Google Translate?

How do you solve a problem like Google Translate?

Created with Haiku Deck, presentation software that's simple, beautiful and fun.
By Claire Knowles
Photo by Pathos Photos

Created with Haiku Deck, presentation software that's simple, beautiful and fun.
By Claire Knowles
page 41 of 46

page 43 of 46

'

113

'
Slides'49)50'
'

How do you solve a problem like Google Translate?

Created with Haiku Deck, presentation software that's simple, beautiful and fun.
By Claire Knowles
Photo by Cayusa

page 46 of 46

How do you solve a problem like Google Translate?

Niki Smith watches her new 14-year-old daughter Guan Ya use Google Translate to "speak" with her in their Rienzi, Miss., home
on April 4, 2013. (AP / Rogelio V. Solis)
http://www.ctvnews.ca/sci-tech/google-translate-helping-family-talk-with-recently-adopted-daughter-guan-ya-1.1227819
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Appendix B
Flyer for Private University (PvtU)

Friday January 29, 2016

Center for Second Language Studies
PRESENTS

Friday at Three Ten
“How do you solve a problem like Google Translate?
The benefits and limitations of two approaches.”
Presenter: Claire Knowles (University of Memphis)

Friday January 29 in Furman 001
3:10-4:00
**After the presentation, join us for refreshments!
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Appendix C
Flyer for Public University (PubU)

Has students’ over-reliance on online machine translation tools, such as Google
Translate, become a source of tension and frustration within your classroom?
Or, are you just interested in learning more about Google Translate?

Join us for a fun & informative lecture:
“How do you solve a problem like Google Translate?
The benefits and limitations of two approaches.”

Open to all Foreign Language faculty, GAs, and anyone interested in
learning more about Google Translate**.

Where: Jones Hall, room 249

When: Wednesday, Feb. 10 at 2:15-3:15 pm
Light refreshments will be served!
Presented by: Claire Knowles

Doctoral candidate, Instructional Design and Technology

** All attendees will be invited to participate in the presenter’s research.
Consent forms and surveys will be distributed to those wish to participate
at the beginning of the workshop.

All participants who complete the

consent form and surveys (pre-workshop and post-workshop surveys) will
receive a $20 gift card.
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Foreign Language Newsletter Invitation
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Appendix D
Pre-Instructional Intervention Instrument (Pre-I3)
Part One: Questionnaire
This questionnaire will be used to collect data about your background, teaching experience, and
demographic information.
Enter your 5-character identifier *
This identifier was sent to you via email and consists of a letter and four numbers
Where do you teach? *
•!
Four-year institution
•!
Two-year institution
•!
Other:
What best describes your rank at the institution where you teach? *
•!
Emeritus Faculty
•!
Faculty
•!
Visiting Faculty
•!
Full-Time Instructor
•!
Other:
How many years have you been teaching a foreign language? *
•!
15+ years
•!
10-14 years
•!
5-9 years
•!
2-4 years
•!
1 year
•!
Other:
Which language do you primarily teach? *
•!
Spanish
•!
French
•!
Italian
•!
Portuguese
•!
Other:
Are you a native speaker of the language you primarily speak? *
•!
Yes
•!
No
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•!

Other:

Do you currently use OMT for personal, non-academic, purposes? *
OMT: online machine translators, such as Google Translate
•!
Yes
•!
No
Do you currently integrate OMT in your language courses? *
OMT: online machine translators, such as Google Translate
•!
Yes
•!
No
Do you currently prohibit OMT in your language courses? *
OMT: online machine translators, such as Google Translate
•!
Yes
•!
No
Part Two: Participant Survey
This questionnaire is about your perceptions and attitude towards online machine translators,
such as Google Translate
1. I understand how Google Translate works. *
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
2. I believe most of my students use OMT. *
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
3. I believe my students' use of OMT equates with cheating.
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Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
4. I feel confident explaining Google Translate to my students. *
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
5. I feel confident integrating Google Translate to my L2 courses. *
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
6. I believe Google Translate can be a useful tool for my language students.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
7. I plan to integrate student use of OMT into my L2 instructional practices.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
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Disagree
Strongly Disagree
8. I plan to assess student use of OMT.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
9. I understand the benefits and barriers of L2 students using Google Translate.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
10. I believe the benefits of using OMT in the classroom outweigh the barriers.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
You have reached the end of this survey. Thank you!
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Appendix E
Post-Instructional Intervention Instrument (Post-I3)
The following Post-Instructional Intervention Test consists of one part: 1) Attitude survey.
*Required
Enter your 5-character identifier *
This identified was sent to you via email and consists of a letter and four numbers
Part One: Participant Survey
This questionnaire is about your perceptions and attitude towards online machine translators,
such as Google Translate
1. I understand how Google Translate works. *
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
2. I believe most of my students use OMT. *
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
3. I believe my students' use of OMT equates with cheating.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
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4. I feel confident explaining Google Translate to my students. *
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
5. I feel confident integrating Google Translate to my L2 courses. *
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
6. I believe Google Translate can be a useful tool for my language students.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
7. I plan to integrate student use of OMT into my L2 instructional practices.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
8. I plan to assess student use of OMT.
Strongly Agree
Agree
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Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
9. I understand the benefits and barriers of L2 students using Google Translate.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
10. I believe the benefits of using OMT in the classroom outweigh the barriers.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Don’t agree or disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
You have reached the end of!this!survey.!!Thank!you!!
To receive your $20 gift card. Please include your full mailing address where the card should be
sent.
Please allow one week for delivery.

Please select your preferred gift card.
o!

Starbucks

o!

Target

o!

Kroger

o!

iTunes
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You can be entered in a draw to win an additional $50 gift card, by taking part in a 30minute interview.
The interview will be conducted by Google Hangout, FaceTime or Skype. Please include
your email address below.
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Appendix F
Interview Protocol
AT THE BEGINNING OF THE INTERVIEW: Thank you for agreeing to be
interviewed today. Your time and assistance is appreciated. In order to understand your
attitudes and perceptions, it is important to be honest in your feedback and comments. I am
focusing on your experiences in attending Google Translate lecture. The interview will take
approximately 30 minutes. If you have any comments at any point of the interview, feel free to
speak up. This interview will be recorded; do I have your permission to record you? I will start
the recorder now, can you state your first name only, please. Second, are you aware I am
recording and do I have your permission to record you?
Okay, let’s start… Now that you have completed the intervention…
1.! Do you think your perceptions about online machine translation have changed? If yes, in
what way? If no, why not?
2.! If you agree or agreed with student use of OMT, do you feel more confidence you can
integrate online machine translation into your L2 class? Why?
3.! If participant disagrees: What are the reasons you do not believe you can integrate OMT?
4.! To what extent are you more likely to use OMT in your L2 courses? Why?
5.! How confident are you that you can integrate online machine translation into future
language course to support language acquisition?
6.! Do you have any concerns about students using OMT in your L2 courses? Please
explain.
7.! What do you think are the greatest benefits of using OMT? In what ways, if any, is this

different from what you thought before taking the intervention?
8.! What do you see as the greatest barriers of using OMT? In what ways, if any, is this
different from
9.! What else do you want to know about OMT?
10.!Do you have anything else to add?
Thank you for your time. Would you like a transcribed copy of this interview sent to you via
email?
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Appendix G
Email Script
My name is Claire Knowles. I am a graduate student at the University of Memphis where I am currently
completing my Doctorate in Education in the field of Instructional Design and Technology. My
dissertation examines perceptions and attitudes towards online machine translation, such as Google
Translate. This study will focus on instructors teaching a Romance Language (Spanish, French,
Portuguese, or Italian) within higher education.
I would sincerely appreciate your participation in this research by: 1) completing the Instructional
Intervention: Google Translate: Intervention into the L2 Classroom, estimated to take 30 to 60 minutes, 2)
a pre- and a post-intervention survey, estimated to take less than 5-minutes per survey, 3) and possibly, a
30-minute virtual interview. All responses will, of course, be completely confidential. The published
work will contain no reference to your identity or place of employment. There are no risks involved with
your participation in this study. Participation in this study is voluntary, and you may elect to withdraw
from the study at any time without any prejudice or penalty. The Instructional Intervention and surveys
can be taken virtually at a convenient time, day, and place within a 4-week period. You will need access
to the Internet to complete the Instructional Intervention and surveys.
There is a $20 gift card for Target, Starbucks, or iTunes as a token of appreciation for your participation
in this study. For participation in the interview, you will be entered into a drawing to win a $50
additional gift card to Target, Starbucks, or iTunes.
Eventually, I hope this study will benefit foreign teachers and departments interested in integrating online
machine translation into their classrooms and foreign language programs. I also hope this study provides
insight for instructors teaching foreign language teacher training methods courses.
Your unique 5-character identifier is: X-XXXX. You will be asked to enter this identifier when
completing the consent form, the pre- and post-Instructional Intervention surveys and virtual interview.
Your access to the Consent Form: http://goo.gl/forms/R4gwTw6N0E
Your access to the Instructional Intervention: https://versal.com/c/tdawkf/google-translateintegration-into-the-l2-classroom
To learn more about research, you may contact me at clknowls@memphis.edu or call (901) 206-6455.
Warmly,
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APPENDIX H
Consent Form
INVESTIGATING'INSRUCTOR'PERCEPTIONS'OF'ONLINE'MACHINE'TRANSLATION'AND'
SECOND'LANGUAGE'ACQUISITION'WITHIN'BEGINNING'AND'INTERMEDIATE'LEVEL'
ROMANCE'LANGUAGE'COURSES'
'
'
1.! WHY'ARE'YOU'BEING'INVITED'TO'TAKE'PART'IN'THIS'RESEARCH?'
You'are'being'invited'to'take'part'in'a'research'study'about'instructor'perceptions'of'
online'machine'translation'and'second'language'acquisition.'You'are'being'invited'to'take'
part'in'this'research'study'because'you'are'a!second'language'instructor,'teaching'
Romance'languages,'within'higher'education.'''If'you'volunteer'to'take'part'in'this'study,'
you'will'be'one'of'about'75'people'to'do'so'nationally.'
2.! WHO'IS'DOING'THE'STUDY?'
The'person'in'charge'of'this'study'is'Claire'L.'Knowles'of'University'of'Memphis'
Department'of'Instruction'Curriculum'and'Leadership.''She'is'being'guided'in'this'research'
by'Dr.'D.'Lowther.''There'may'be'other'people'on'the'research'team'assisting'at'different'
times'during'the'study.'
3.! WHAT'IS'THE'PURPOSE'OF'THIS'STUDY?'
The'purpose'of'the'research'is'twoTfold:'first,'to'investigate'whether'the'perceptions'and'
attitudes'towards'online'machine'translation'tools,'like'Google'Translate,'change'as'a'result'
of'taking'an'online'instructional'intervention'and'second,'if,'as'a'result'of'taking'the'
instructional'intervention,'instructors'are'more'likely'to'integrate'this'tool'into'their'L2'
classrooms.''
4.! ARE'THERE'REASONS'WHY'YOU'SHOULD'NOT'TAKE'PART'IN'THIS'STUDY?'
If'you'do'not'teach'a'Romance'language'(French,'Spanish,'Italian'or'Portuguese)'or'if'you'
do'not'teach'at'an'institution'of'higher'education.'''
5.! WHERE'IS'THE'STUDY'GOING'TO'TAKE'PLACE'AND'HOW'LONG'WILL'IT'LAST?''
The'research'procedures'will'be'conducted'virtually.'The'total'amount'of'time'you'will'
be'asked'to'volunteer'for'this'study'is'between'one'and'two'hours.!
6.! WHAT'WILL'YOU'BE'ASKED'TO'DO?'
Each'participant'will'be'emailed'directly'and'invited'to'participate'in'the'research.''The'
participant'will'be'assigned'a'unique'code.''At'the'conclusion'of'the'study,'the'list'
containing'the'codes'and'the'names'of'the'instructors'will'be'destroyed'to'preserve'the'
anonymity'of'the'participants.'
Once'the'study'begins,'the'participants'will'have'a'fourTweek'period'in'which'to'
complete'the'instructional'intervention.''The'intervention'is'online'and'can'be'taken'at'the'
time,'day,'and'location'of'their'choosing,'as'long'as'the'location'has'access'to'the'Internet.'
You'will'complete'one'survey'before'the'instructional'intervention'and'one'survey'after'the'
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instructional'intervention'has'been'completed.''Those'who'agreed'to'be'interviewed'will'be'
contacted'to'set'up'a'time'to'complete'the'30'virtual'interview.''The'goal'is'to'conduct'the'
virtual'interview'within'seven'days'of'completing'the'intervention.''
7.! WHAT'ARE'THE'POSSIBLE'RISKS'AND'DISCOMFORTS?'
To'the'best'of'our'knowledge,'the'things'you'will'be'doing'have'no'more'risk'of'harm'
than'you'would'experience'in'everyday'life.'
8.! WILL'YOU'BENEFIT'FROM'TAKING'PART'IN'THIS'STUDY?'
There'is'no'guarantee'that'you'will'get'any'benefit'from'taking'part'in'this'study.''
However,'some'people'have'learned'ways'in'which'to'integrate'online'machine'translation'
into'their'second'language'classroom'and'benefitted'from'the'resources'made'available'in'
the'instructional'unit.'Your'willingness'to'take'part,'however,'may,'in'the'future,'help'
language'instructors'better'understand'this'research'topic'
9.! DO'YOU'HAVE'TO'TAKE'PART'IN'THE'STUDY?'
If'you'decide'to'take'part'in'the'study,'it'should'be'because'you'want'to'volunteer.''You'
will'not'lose'any'benefits'or'rights'you'would'normally'have'if'you'choose'not'to'volunteer.''
You'can'stop'at'any'time'during'the'study'and'still'keep'the'benefits'and'rights'you'had'
before'volunteering.''
10.! IF'YOU'DON’T'WANT'TO'TAKE'PART'IN'THE'STUDY,'ARE'THERE'OTHER'
CHOICES?'
If'you'do'not'want'to'be'in'the'study,'there'are'no'other'choices'except'not'to'take'part'in'
the'study.'
11.! WHAT'WILL'IT'COST'YOU'TO'PARTICIPATE?'
There'are'no'costs'associated'with'taking'part'in'the'study.'
12.! WILL'YOU'RECEIVE'ANY'REWARDS'FOR'TAKING'PART'IN'THIS'STUDY?'
You'can'choose'to'receive'a'$20'gift'card'for'taking'part'in'this'study.''You'will'be'asked'
at'the'end'of'the'postTintervention'survey'to'supply'a'mailing'address'to'where'the'card'
will'be'sent.''If'you'decide'to'take'part'in'a'30Tminute'postTintervention'virtual'interview,'
which'will'take'place'on'a'day'and'time'of'your'choosing,'you'will'be'entered'into'a'draw'to'
earn'an'additional'$50'gift'card.'This'gift'card'will'also'be'mailed'to'you.'''
13.! WHO'WILL'SEE'THE'INFORMATION'THAT'YOU'GIVE?'
We'will'make'every'effort'to'keep'private'all'research'records'that'identify'you'to'the'
extent'allowed'by'law.'
Your'anonymous'information'will'be'combined'with'information'from'other'people'
taking'part'in'the'study.'When'we'write'about'the'study'to'share'it'with'other'researchers,'
we'will'write'about'the'combined'information'we'have'gathered.'You'will'not'be'personally'
identified'in'these'written'materials.'We'may'publish'the'results'of'this'study;'however,'we'
will'keep'your'name'and'other'identifying'information'private.'
We'will'make'every'effort'to'prevent'anyone'who'is'not'on'the'research'team'from'
knowing'that'you'gave'us'information,'or'what'that'information'is.''At'the'beginning'of'
each'instrument'the'participant'will'be'asked'for'a'fiveTcharacter'identifier'unique'to'the'
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participant.''This'identifier'will'be'sent'to'the'participant'via'email.''The'identifier'will'be'
used'to'match'preTintervention'and'postTintervention'responses.'''
Once'the'data'has'been'gathered'and'analyzed'the'list'matching'the'participant'with'
their'identifier'will'be'destroyed'to'maintain'anonymity.''All'the'data'from'the'surveys'and'
interviews'will'be'kept'within'a'password'protected'file'on'a'password'protected'laptop.'
14.! CAN'YOUR'TAKING'PART'IN'THE'STUDY'END'EARLY?'
If'you'decide'to'take'part'in'the'study,'but'change'your'mind'later,'you'may'withdraw'
from'the'study'at'any'time.''If'you'withdraw'form'the'study'after'it'has'begun,'your'
information'will'not'be'included'in'any'reports.'
15.! WHAT'IF'YOU'HAVE'QUESTIONS,'SUGGESTIONS,'CONCERNS,'OR'COMPLAINTS?'
Before'you'decide'whether'to'accept'this'invitation'to'take'part'in'the'study,'please'ask'
any'questions'that'might'come'to'mind'now.''Later,'if'you'have'questions,'suggestions,'
concerns,'or'complaints'about'the'study,'you'can'contact'the'investigator,'Claire'Knowles'at'
clknowls@memphis.edu.''You'can'also'contact'my'faculty'advisor'Dr.'Deborah'Lowther'at'
dlowther@memphis.edu.''If'you'have'any'questions'about'your'rights'as'a'volunteer'in'this'
research,'contact'the'Institutional'Review'Board'staff'at'the'University'of'Memphis'at'901T
678T2705.''We'will'give'you'a'signed'copy'of'this'consent'form'to'take'with'you.''
16.! WHAT'HAPPENS'TO'MY'PRIVACY'IF'I'AM'INTERVIEWED?''
Your'interview'will'be'recorded'and'your'responses'transcribed.''Any'identifiable'
information'given'during'the'interview'(such'as'names'of'people,'institution'names,'etc.)'
will'be'blacked'out'in'the'written'transcript'of'the'interview.''When'you'are'interviewed,'
you'will'also'be'asked'for'your'identifier.''The'identifier'will'be'used'to'match'your'
responses'in'the'interview'with'your'preTintervention'and'postTintervention'survey'
responses.''Once'the'data'has'been'gathered'and'analyzed'the'list'matching'the'participant'
with'their'identifier'will'be'destroyed'to'maintain'anonymity.'''
17.! WHAT'ELSE'DO'YOU'NEED'TO'KNOW?'
Nothing.'
18.! STATEMENT'BY'PERSON'AGREEING'TO'PARTICIPATE'IN'THIS'STUDY.'
I'have'read'this'informed'consent'document'and'the'materials'contained'in'it.''I'
understand'each'part'of'the'document,'all'my'questions'have'ben'answered,'and'I'
freely'and'voluntarily'choose'participate'in'this'study.''
_________________________________________!
!
!
'
Full'name'of'person'agreeing'to'take'part'in'the'study.'*'
_________________________________________'
5Tcharacter'identifier'of'person'agreeing'to'take'part'in'the'study'*'
Claire'Knowles_______________________________________''
'
Name'of'[authorized]'person'obtaining'informed'consent''
*What'is'today's'date? *
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Subject:
Date:
From:
To:

IRB$Approval$3909
Monday,$8$February$2016$14:01:25$Central$Standard$Time
InsFtuFonal$Review$Board$(sent$by$Beverly$Jacobik$(bjacobik)$<bjacobik@memphis.edu>)
Claire$Louisa$Knowles$(clknowls),$Deborah$Lowther$(dlowther)

Hello,
The University of Memphis Institutional Review Board, FWA00006815, has reviewed and approved
your submission in accordance with all applicable statuses and regulations as well as ethical principles.
PI NAME: Claire Knowles
CO-PI:
PROJECT TITLE: Online Machine Translation and Second Language Acquisition
FACULTY ADVISOR NAME (if applicable):
IRB ID: #3909
APPROVAL DATE: 2/5/2016
EXPIRATION DATE: 11/13/2016
LEVEL OF REVIEW: Expedited Modification
Please Note: Modifications do not extend the expiration of the original approval

Approval of this project is given with the following obligations:
1. If this IRB approval has an expiration date, an approved renewal must be in effect to continue
the project prior to that date. If approval is not obtained, the human consent form(s) and
recruiting material(s) are no longer valid and any research activities involving human subjects
must stop.
2. When the project is finished or terminated, a completion form must be completed and sent to
the board.
3. No change may be made in the approved protocol without prior board approval, whether the
approved protocol was reviewed at the Exempt, Exedited or Full Board level.
4. Exempt approval are considered to have no expiration date and no further review is necessary
unless the protocol needs modification.
Approval of this project is given with the following special obligations:
Thank you,
James P. Whelan, Ph.D.
Institutional Review Board Chair
The University of Memphis.
Note: Review outcomes will be communicated to the email address on file. This email should be considered an official
communication from the UM IRB.
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